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This study first examines three Instruments available in the 
United States to measure oral proficiency in foreign languages: 
the Oral Interview (01), the Test of Spoken English (TSE) and 
the Advanced Placement French Language (AFFL) Speaking Subsec­
tion. Then, it presents findings related to language com­
petence and, specifically, to testing strategies. This study 
concludes by summarising oral proficiency applications and 
implications.
Each instrument is described critically in terms of form, 
reliability and validity. First, two variants of the 01 are 
compared: the United States government's latest version and
the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages/ 
Educational Testing Service (ETS) academic version. The 01, 
although sophisticated and time consuming, is a face-valid 
measure of individuals' oral proficiency. The other two in­
struments are standardized tests administered to groups. Both 
the College Entrance Examination Board's APFL examination and 
the TSE were developed by ETS, which explains the similarities 
between the two. Since current validity data are lacking for 
these two instruments, they must be viewed as limited in valid 
applications. It is as group test alternatives to the 01 that 
these two merit attention.
Of two hypotheses. Indivisible language competence and par­
tially divisible competence, the first is generally supported 
by research in language testing. Groups developing oral tests, 
especially abroad, have extended both contexts and scoring cri­
teria to encos^ass more communicative components, and have be­
gun identifying individuals' communicative needs. This is a 
necessary step toward communicative competence evaluation is 
foreign languages. The problem of valid group evaluation 
remains.
Applications for oral proficiency evaluation, in academia, 
include pre-, in-, and post-course measurements, and new 
teacher certification requirements. Curricular and methodo­
logical development, and tester training, must accompany 
evaluation, if oral proficiency is to be successfully taught 
and tested. Non-academic needs include the need for qualified 
language speakers, the need for measurements for and in jobs.
ii
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0.00 INTRODUCTION
0.10 Problem
It is evident, to most foreign language 
instructors, that the progress learners make in acquiring 
foreign languages requires methodic evaluation. This holds 
true for the proficiency that learners may demonstrate in 
listening, speaking, reading and writing foreign languages. 
Though numerous tests now exist to evaluate proficiency in 
the first three of these: listening, reading and writing,
oral proficiency requires special attention.
Paper-and-penci1 tests, standard instruments such 
as the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) or the 
College Level Examination Program French Test which are 
used for admission and placement purposes,^ do not directly 
measure speaking proficiency. As a result, the major 
burden of evaluating oral proficiency falls on the foreign 
language instructor who may find that an informal office 
conversation with a language learner in the target 
language yields greater insights to the learner’s speaking 
ability than do standard test scores.^
Because language learners need the advice of 
instructors with regard to appropriate courses of study.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
learners, too, must share the burden imposed by the lack of 
oral proficiency measurements. It behooves these learners 
to verify their speaking proficiency before travelling to a 
country where the target language is spoken. Similarly, 
graduate teaching assistants who have to teach in a foreign 
language must communicate with their students, as all adult 
language learners must with their communicative partners.
"Too often speaking has gone untested (Lowe 1984, 
39)." So language instructors need a means to effectively 
measure speaking proficiency and communicative competence, 
to diagnose weakness and to predict success in these two 
areas.
0.11 Current Needs
Pardee Lowe, Jr. and Judith E. Liskin-Gasparro 
(1983) argue that there is substantial need for oral profi­
ciency measurement. What foreign language teachers need 
are techniques that will enable them to measure second 
language speaking proficiency as accurately as they can 
measure other skills. Oral proficiency measurement has 
applications ;
. . . in those situations where proficiency testing is
in order, e.g., placement testing; [testing before] and 
after intensive language training; testing prior to and 
after living abroad; testing at the end of a major 
sequence of high school of college courses; testing for 
course credits awarded for proven proficiency ... ;
testing for suitable language ability for teacher 
certification for high school teachers and graduate 
teaching assistants (Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro 1983, 3).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
0.20 Study
In this study I investigate different methods of 
evaluating oral proficiency and communicative competence in 
foreign languages. In order that other language instruc­
tors may benefit from this investigation, I include refer­
ences and suggestions applicable to various languages and 
proficiency levels. Both language instructors and the 
adult language learners should find them valuable in meeting 
their specific measurement needs and language acquisition 
goals.
0.21 Resources
Considering the rate of growth in not only the
number of measurement instruments but also of evaluation 
strategies, I utilize the most up to date resources avail­
able. I have selected a representative sample from the 
instruments available in the United States and have limited 
the sources cited, in most instances, to the last five 
years {1981-1985). Wherever possible, I have selected 
sources dating from 1983 or later.
0.30 Progress
Direct measurement of oral proficiency ranges 
among the most rapidly developing spheres of interest to 
foreign language instructors present and future, as well as 
to adult language learners. So the current state of oral
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
proficiency testing calls for professional and scholarly 
attention. In the future, I hope to see foreign language 
instructors make the most of the oral proficiency measure­
ment techniques that have been and are being developed.
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INTRODUCTION
NOTES
^University of Montana, 1984-85 Catalog, 592 
(September 1984): 24-5; and conversations with Drs. O. W.
Rolfe and Anthony Beltramo, French and Spanish Sections, 
Department of Foreign Languages and Literatures, University 
of Montana, Missoula, MT: Wlnter-Sprlng 1985.
^Comments by Dr. Robert Hausmann, ESL Program 
Supervisor, Linguistics Section Head, Department of Eng­
lish, University of Montana, on a "Guide to Standard Tests 
of English Proficiency of Speakers of Other Languages and 
to the Oral Proficiency Interview," an unpublished paper by 
Paul A. Beaufait, Missoula, MT: Spring 1984; and conversa­
tions with Dr. Hausmann, Wlnter-Sprlng 1985.
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1.00 ORAL PROFICIENCY MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS
In this chapter, I describe three measurement 
instruments and evaluate them in terms of reliability and 
of validity. A critique which addresses questions and 
concerns of foreign language instructors interested in 
classroom applications then follows the description and 
evaluation of each instrument.
The instruments, in order of presentation, are:
1. the Oral Interview
2. the Test of Spoken English
3. the Advanced Placement Examination in French 
Language Speaking Subsection
1.01 The Oral Interview
Because of the prominence of the Oral Interview in 
the oral proficiency testing literature, and with recent 
efforts by academic and professional organizations in con­
junction with the United States government to adapt the 
interview for academic measurement purposes, it is appro­
priate to examine the Oral Interview first in this chapter.
The Oral Interview was developed by the United 
States government for the purpose of evaluating the speak­
ing proficiency of military and foreign service personnel. 
Since then, both industry and the academic community have
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
shown an interest in applications of the Oral Interview.
The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages 
(ACTFL) and the Educational Testing Service (ETS) coopera­
ted in adapting the Defense Language Institute, the govern­
ment's, Oral Interview rating scale for academic uses 
(Heidinger 1983).
Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro (1983, 2) cite the
following reasons for Oral Interview adaptation:
Second language teachers at the high school and post 
secondary levels realized that the [government] scale 
would need some adjustment to adequately measure their 
student's proficiency [because] the lower end of the 
scale (0, 0+, 1, i+) was not sensitive enough to regis­
ter observable differences in the proficiency among 
students, and the upper end of the scale would seldom 
be appropriate for the skill levels that students could 
be expected to achieve.
So ACTFL, ETS and the Interagency Language 
Roundtable, a group of government agencies including the 
Departments of Education and State, developed a revised 
rating scale. ACTFL and ETS now teach workshops on the 
result of their efforts, the ACTFL/ETS or academic rating 
scale, to those persons interested in testing the oral 
proficiency of high school and post secondary students 
(Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro 1983, 2). Consequently the Oral
Interview has applications in academia as well as in 
government.
A final reason for giving priority to the Oral 
Interview is the fact that ETS used the Oral Interview as a 
standard of comparison in developing the Test of Spoken
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
English (Clark and Swinton 1980, ill). So, in this 
chapter, I treat the Oral Interview before the Test of 
Spoken English.
1.02 The Test of Spoken English (TSE)
I have included the TSE here for consideration by 
those who are interested in evaluating the speaking profi­
ciency of groups rather than individuals, because the TSE 
format may prove more readily adaptable to classroom 
applications than Oral Interview techniques.
To colleges and universities concerned with the 
qualifications of foreign Graduate Teaching Assistants 
(GTAs), ETS offers a group-test alternative to the Oral 
Interview, the TSE, which institutions may use to measure 
GTAs' English speaking proficiency (TSE Manual 1982, 5).
The TSE also may replace, or simply supplement, the Test of 
English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) as the standard 
instrument for evaluating college-bound foreign students' 
English proficiency, especially of those who like GTAs must 
speak English proficiently.
1.03 The Advanced Placement Examination in French
Language (APFL) Speaking Subsection
In the third section of this chapter I describe 
and evaluate another group-test alternative to the Oral 
Interview, the College Board's APFL Speaking Subsection.
8
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This treatment of the APFL Speaking Subsection complements 
that of the TSE in two respects.
First, both the APFL Speaking Subsection, in a 
Romance language, and the TSE, in a Germanic language, were 
developed by ETS. While the former is only part of a 
larger instrument and the latter an instrument in and of 
itself, there are a number of striking similarities between 
the two.
Second, the Advanced Placement Program has 
compared the performance of students on the APFL with that 
of college students who have completed six semesters of 
French at the college level. Although the APFL examination 
is intended for qualified students near the end of their 
secondary school training (CEEB 1984, 2), and the TSE for
college graduates, the two populations' proficiency is com­
parable. APFL candidates' proficiency roughly approximates 
that of foreign students who have studied English as a 
Second or Foreign language, and who intend to take college 
courses taught in English.
Even though it is difficult to determine exact 
equivalence among programs in English as a Second or 
Foreign Language abroad and foreign language programs in 
United States high schools, foreign GTAs capable of teach­
ing college level courses in English definitely exhibit 
advanced skill. Similarly, the intended populations for 
the TSE and the APFL differ in terms of provenence (foreign
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
vs. U.S.). Nonetheless they can be compared in terms of 
success in college level courses taught in a foreign 
language, what the APFL is intended to predict.
1.04 Current Reference
The academic and government Oral Interview rating 
scales available for the present investigation date from 
1982 and 1983.  ̂ Selected sources referring to the TSE date 
from 1980 to 1984.  ̂ Finally, references to the APFL and to 
the Speaking Subsection include the May 1985 College Board 
description (CEEB 1984).
1.10 The Oral Interview
The Oral Interview (01) serves as a technique for 
establishing oral proficiency (Heidinger 1983). Before 
moving on to examine recent stages in the ongoing 
development of the 01, I would like to describe this 
technique briefly.
1.11.00 General Description
The 01 is a proficiency test that measures 
examinees' speaking ability, the ability to use a language, 
the ability to create with the language which the examinee 
has acquired (Lowe 1984, 35-6). The 01 may be used to
evaluate Non-Indo-European language (Chinese for example) 
speaking proficiency in addition to Indo-European language 
speaking proficiency, Romance (French and Spanish) as well
10
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as Germanic (English and German). Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro 
(1983, 1) suggest that this instrument is capable of
measuring a wide range of speaking ability.
The purpose of the 01 is to evaluate examinees' 
speaking ability relative to that of educated native 
speakers rather than to coursework and course material. 
Because the interview is not based on a particular cur­
riculum, it differs from an achievement test (Lowe and 
Liskin-Gasparro 1983, 2). It also breaks with discrete- 
point testing tradition in that the 01 approach requires 
examinees to demonstrate integrative and functional 
language ability (Lowe 1984, 38).
During the 01, one or more trained testers direct 
conversation with an examinee. The interview lasts from 
ten to forty minutes depending upon the proficiency that 
the examinee demonstrates in speaking on a variety of 
topics (Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro 1983, 1).
1.11.01 Oral Interview Format
The format of the interview calls for a warm-up, 
lasting two to three minutes, which is intended to put the 
examinee at ease and to allow the tester to determine 
roughly at which level the examinee is able to function. 
Then the tester thoroughly checks the examinee's profi­
ciency in different contexts at the level predetermined in 
the warm-up.
11
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Next̂  the tçster probes a higher level in various 
contexts until _a„ linguistic breakdown-occurs. In this 
phase of the interview the tester must devise conversation- 
evoking situations in which the examinee does more than 
simply respond to a series of questions. Aft^ the 
linguistic breakdown the tester guides the conversation 
back to a level where the examinee feels comfortable 
(Heidinger 1983). Speech samples elicited by testers in 
the 01 are often recorded for later verification.
1.11.10 Oral Interview Rating Scales
Two rating scales are currently available in the 
United States. The government uses its own Interagency 
Language Roundtable (ILR) Rating Scale (formerly known as 
the Defense Language Institute, DLI, rating scale).^ 
Recently however, with government cooperation, ACTFL and 
ETS have developed a parallel academic scale.
In the following sections, I first describe 
ratings based on the government scale, then examine reasons 
for subsequent development of the ACTFL/ETS rating scale 
and, finally, compare the academic scale to the government 
scale.
1.11.11.0 Ratings on the Government Scale
After the interview, testers rate speech samples 
according to a predetermined scale. Their ratings range
12
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from zero, for no practical ability to function in the 
language, to five, for ability equivalent to that of a 
well-educated native speaker.
In addition to those six level ratings, testers 
may assign a plus rating (0+, 1 +, 2 +, up to 4+). In order 
to receive a plus rating, examinees must demonstrate 
ability exceeding the requirements for a particular level 
yet fail to exhibit consistently higher level performance 
under probes. Consequently testers must be capable of 
distinguishing among eleven ranges of speaking proficiency.
01 testers thus evaluate examinees' overall 
speaking proficiency with respect to functional language 
ability exhibited in the interview. Each of the eleven 
proficiency ranges corresponds to a definition based upon 
real linguistic needs and behaviors (Lowe and Liskin- 
Gasparro 1983, 1).4
1.11.11.1 Levels: Generic Descriptions
Heidinger (1983) suggests that a language learner 
functioning at Level 1 is possibly capable of surviving for 
a day in the society or culture which uses the language. A
speaker at Level 2 could function for an Indefinite, short 
period of time in a foreign language situation. Heidinger 
(1983) also considers Level 2 a significant level of 
achievement for advanced placement students from high
13
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schools, foreign language majors at universities and high 
school foreign language instructors.
According to Heidinger, speakers at Level 3 are 
able to think and handle abstractions in the language, 
while proven proficiency at Level 4 distinguishes those who 
have lived in the country where the language is spoken and 
who have used the language for a long time. Since speakers 
at Level 4 are almost bilingual, the United States govern­
ment does not attempt to train speakers beyond Level 3.
Level 5 represents speaking proficiency equivalent 
to that of an educated native speaker who has received an 
education, probably beyond the secondary level, in a 
society or culture using the language on a daily basis. 
Heidinger goes so far as to say that even among native 
speakers it is quite possible to find proficiency no 
greater than Level 2+ or 3.
1.11.12 Academic Scale Development
ACTFL and ETS had been cooperating with the 
government in adapting the government proficiency level 
definitions to academic needs and expectations for several 
years when Heidinger reported, in 1983, that ACTFL was 
still using the government scale. At that time, the 
government had been using the 01 for more years than I 
choose to report here.®
14
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Pardee Lowe, Jr. (1984, 32-41) also mentions 
changes in the lower end of the rating scale, which were 
desirable prior to 1981 for two reasons, a stricter 
distinction, first, between proficiency and achievement 
testing and, second, between integrative and discrete-point 
testing. These changes were accomplished in 1982, when 
ACTFL and ETS formulated Provisional Generic Language 
Descriptions for speaking proficiency. Although the 01 
that he documents constitutes a mixture of both government 
and academic forms, Lowe focuses primarily on the ACTFL/ETS 
modifications.®
At that time, the proficiency level descriptions 
were expanded, particularly in the zero to one range on the 
government scale, in line with more realistic expectations 
and attainable goals for high school and college students 
(Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro 1983, 2). This was because ACTFL
and ETS sought greater sensitivity to proficiency on the 
lower portion of the government scale (Lowe 1984, 34).
1.11.13 Ratings on the Academic Scale
The 1982 ACTFL Provisional Generic Descriptions 
define three proficiency levels: Novice, Intermediate and
Advanced, and include the omnibus category Superior.® The 
Novice and the Intermediate levels embody three distinct 
subdivisions each: Low, Mid, and High. The designation
Advanced Plus supplements the Advanced level. It seems
15
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that college foreign language majors generally reach the 
Advanced or Advanced Plus level (Lowe 1984, 43-49).
Lowe (1984, 38) admits that achievement does play 
a part in the ACTPL Novice ranges, where it is more a 
matter of language learners producing memorized material in 
a suitable context than of creating with the language.
Yet, at the Intermediate Level and beyond, it is clearly a 
matter of proficiency, as opposed to achievement, since 
most of the questions posed are not based on classroom 
material.
1.11.14 Academic/Government Scale Comparisons
In order to illustrate the differences between the 
Government and Academic scales, I have adapted a side-by- 
side table comparing the two (see Figure 1). The ACTFL/ETS 
scale shown introduces further distinctions at government 
Levels 0 and 1. They are Novice and Intermediate Low, 
respectively. ACTFL/ETS Advanced equates with Level 2, 
Advanced Plus with Level 2 + . At government Level 3 and 
above, the ACTFL/ETS scale makes no further distinctions. 
This means that speakers with government proficiency 
ratings from three to five all would fall into the 
Superior category if rated on the academic scale.
16
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Figure 1. Government (ILR) and ACTFL/ETS Rating Scales* 
ILR ACTFL/ETS
5 1
4 + 14 1
3+ i3 SUPERIOR
2 + ADVANCED PLUS
2 ADVANCED
1 + INTERMEDIATE HIGH
1 INTERMEDIATE MID
1 INTERMEDIATE LOW
0+ NOVICE HIGH
0 NOVICE MID
0 NOVICE LOW
*Source : From Lowe (1984, 35).
Thus, where the government scale defines eleven 
proficiency ranges, the academic scale establishes only 
nine. The government scale discriminates among four formal 
higher proficiency ranges than the academic scale which, in 
turn, includes two additional lower subdivisions.
1.11.15 Language Specific Descriptions
In addition to reformulating the 01 rating scales, 
ACTFL formulated language specific descriptions for French, 
German and Spanish expressly for foreign language teachers 
who want to know what the 01 is intended to measure.® For 
similar reasons, ACTPL also wrote a set of cultural 
guidelines (Lowe 1984, 34).
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1.11.2 Function in the Oral Interview Context
Trained 01 testers rate examinees' oral 
proficiency on the basis of a Functional Trisection of 
Proficiency Levels,® which is subdivided into three 
aspects: Function, Content/Context and Accuracy.
Functions include tasks accomplished by examinees, 
attitudes expressed and tones conveyed, in other words, 
what examinees can do with the spoken language.
The Content/Context aspect encompasses topics, 
subject areas, activities and jobs addressed by examinees. 
Thus, in the ILR interview, Content is often job specific. 
Simultaneously, testers must account for Accuracy, the 
number of errors that examinees make (Heidinger 1983). Yet 
Accuracy also reflects the acceptability and the quality of 
the message (Lowe 1984, 36, 42).
Since the 01 is intended to measure examinees' 
functional ability, criteria for sample tasks such as 
listing, narrating and supporting are indicated in the 
Functional Trisection. Further, since the 01 is an 
integrative rather than a discrete point test, examinees 
must combine pronunciation, fluency, vocabulary, grammar, 
and cultural skill during the interview. Given those 
constraints, testers must choose stimuli in response to 
which native speakers would automatically integrate 
linguistic and cultural skills. It is in such situations
18
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that testers evaluate examinees' ability to integrate 
acquired skills into functions.
Ratings at the upper end of the 01 scale are 
non-compensatory. This means that examinees must 
demonstrate proficiency in all three aspects on the 
Functional Trisection, which testers use as criteria, in 
order to be assigned a Superior rating. Only after 
assigning overall scores based on those criteria may 
testers examine contributing factors. The factors, in 
approximate order of significance in the ACTFL Superior 
range, are pronunciation, fluency, sociolinguistics/cul­
ture, vocabulary and grammar. These factor scores are non- 
cumulative, serving only in an analysis of the overall 
performance (Lowe 1984, 36-38).
1.12.0 Oral Interview Reliability
Test reliability is "the extent to which indivi­
dual differences are measured consistently (Sax 1980,630)." 
By and large, rater reliability determines the overall 
reliability of measurements made with the 01.
1.12.1 Rater Reliability
Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro (1983, 2) claim the 01 is 
reliable in that independent ratings of the same live or 
taped interviews made by trained testers normally differ by 
no more than a plus point. ACTPL, and presumably the
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government too, obtains reliability by monitoring both 
interrater and intrarater reliability. Having two or more 
raters independently evaluate the same interview provides a 
control for the first, interrater reliability. For the 
second, intrarater reliability, the same rater must rate 
the same interview on separate occasions. Whenever 
necessary, ACTFL retrains raters. Lowe (1984, 37) reports 
that consistent rater training produces a standard error of 
measurement within a plus point on 01 ratings.
1.12.2 ACTFL/ETS workshops
In addition to familiarization workshops from two 
hours to two days in length, ACTFL and ETS direct tester 
training workshops from four to five days in length (Lowe 
and Liskin-Gasparro 1983, 3). To date ACTFL has trained 01
testers in French, German, Italian and Spanish, in addition 
to 01 trainers, who lead familiarization workshops in 
French and Spanish (Lowe 1984, 34-35).
1.13.0 Oral Interview Validity
Several criteria exist to assess the validity of 
measurement instruments. Whether or not measurements 
correspond to these various criteria constitutes the 
instruments' validity.
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1.13.1 Criterion Related validity
Criterion-related validity is a general term for 
two kinds of validity, concurrent and predictive (Sax 1980, 
634). For each particular application the 01 must be 
validated according to specific external criteria.^ Lowe 
(1984, 37) explains that concurrent validity can be as­
sessed by comparing measurements with classroom and job 
performance at the time of evaluation. Similarly, predic­
tive validity is the correlation between test scores and 
certain criteria, but with an intervening time period (Sax 
1980, 634).
1.13.20 Construct Validity
The aim of a construct validity study is to 
determine whether or not measurements support the existence 
of hypothesized traits. That is, when sets of measurements 
correlate highly, they measure the same trait. In con­
trast, when measurement items or instruments do not cor­
relate, they discriminate between individual traits and 
among irrelevant variables (Sax 1980, 634). Although 
concurrent validation is common for comparing indirect 
measures to direct measures such as the 01, Lyle F. Bachman 
and Adrian S. Palmer (1981, 67-86) assert that adequately
defined criteria likely do not exist for comparison with 
the 01 and, therefore, that construct validation is 
necessary.
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1.13.21 A Construct Validation Model
Bachman and Palmer used a multi-trait multi­
method approach in "The Construct Validation of the FSI 
Oral Interview". They measured two language traits, 
speaking and reading, using three methods: interview,
translation and self-rating. Their sample consisted of 
75 native Mandarin speakers of English. Bachman and Palmer 
analyzed their measurement data using Campbell-Fiske 
criteria for convergent and discriminant validity. They 
found :
The results indicate both convergent and discriminant 
validity for the FSI interview .... These results 
provide strong evidence against a model of unitary 
language competence and support a model of partially 
divisible language competence."
The findings indicate that the ostensibly measured 
traits, speaking and reading, converge to a considerable 
extent. It is for this reason that Bachman and Palmer 
argue against a completely divisible trait hypothesis.
Confirmatory factor analysis enabled them to 
determine the effects of trait and method on language 
proficiency measures. Their data indicated that method had 
a major influence on the different measures. Yet the 01's 
speaking trait component was the largest while its method 
component was the smallest.
In conclusion, Bachman and Palmer state their 
goals for multi-trait multi-method validity studies such as
22
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this one. They call for further study to define language 
traits and, for these traits, to develop and perfect 
measurement instruments, including perhaps self-assessment 
forms.
1.13.3 Content Validity®
The government's 01 testing experience has shown 
that the most variable aspect of the 01 is its content. 
Content may be job specific and may include literary, 
political, and technical language (Lowe 1984, 36, 42). 
Nonetheless Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro (1983, 2) contend that
testers evaluate functions, content and accuracy at each 
level as specified in the Functional Trisection and that, 
in this way, they are able to maintain content validity 
from interview to interview. Lowe (1984, 36) explains 
further that testers can control content validity through 
ellicitation which tests language functions in real-life 
situations. Here content and context seem to overlap.®
1.13.4 Face Validity
Face validity is in all iiklihood the most 
subjective validation criteria. It is how relevant and 
important examinees find test items (Sax 1980, 634). Lowe 
and Liskin-Gasparro (1982, 2) consider the 01 face-valid
for speaking ability because, in the 01, examinees must 
speak in a realistic conversational setting. Face-valid,
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then, the 01 seems to be a reasonable way to evaluate 
speaking skill (Lowe 1984, 39).
Thus face validity, indirectly at least, depends 
upon what examinees expect to face in the Oral Interview. 
But right now, only the United States government, ACTFL and 
ETS keep their trainees abreast of what takes place and to 
whom they administer their oral proficiency metric.
1.14.0 Oral Interview Critique
In the course of the current investigation I have 
encountered a number of difficulties, drawbacks and limita­
tions regarding the 01. Before going on to examine the 
next measurement instrument, I would like to review them 
here in order of increasing importance.
1.14.1 Nomenclature
First it is unclear whether the disparity in 
recent documents, namely reference to (1) interviewers, (2) 
raters and (3) testers, is intended by the authors to dis­
tinguish among educated language speakers, native or non­
native, who have been trained in and for:
1. face-to-face interviewing (and not necessarily 
rating)
2. rating observed or pre-recorded oral interviews 
(and not interviewing, per se)
3. planning interviews, writing questions, selecting 
suitable items and/or examinees, analyzing and 
reporting test data, and placing applicants or 
otherwise applying test results (but not necessarily 
interviewing or rating)
or whether it is imprecision on the part of the authors.
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1.14.2 Applications
Second, measurements made with reference to 
limited content and context objectives, including job- 
specific government, industrial and academic applications, 
might not evaluate examinees' overall communicative 
competence.^® Even so, Lowe (1984, 38-39) suggests that
the 01 is most useful for summative proficiency evaluation 
when, for example, the interviewee has completed a course 
of study. It may be equally useful measuring proficiency 
when the interviewee has experienced living abroad.
1.14.3 Minor Drawbacks
The 01, then would seem to have numerous 
applications. Lowe (1984, 38), however, recommends against 
frequently administering the 01 to the same individuals. 
What appears to be the intent of this recommendation is to 
avoid biased or invalid scores resulting from learned 
interview behavior where examinees plays a knowledgeable 
role in the measurement process. Those Heidinger (1983) 
referred to as specials, persons who excel in the interview 
setting, as others at paper-and-pencil tests, may lack 
breadth and tend to pose problems for whoever evaluates 
interviewees' performance.
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1.14.4 Effort and Time
Although the 01 directly measures speaking pro­
ficiency, the ratio of interviewers to interviewees must 
equal or exceed one-to-one. For this reason the 01, 
including preparation, rating and review, requires more 
effort and takes more time than traditional paper-and- 
pencil tests (Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro 1983, 3). Heidinger
(1983) spoke from experience when he reported that the 
interview exhausts the interviewer as well as interviewee.
1.14.5 Limited Opportunity
Above all, proper use of the 01 requires sys­
tematic tester training because it is a highly structured 
procedure. According to Lowe (1984, 37-8) government
training lasts two weeks; ACTFL takes four days. The 
problem is that the trained tester in-group is only now 
expanding to far away places like Montana. Professional 
groups such as the Pacific Northwest Council on Foreign 
Languages (PNCFL 1985, 1; Gonzalez 1984) have been clamor­
ing for information on and training in 01 measurement.
Nonetheless responsibility for measurement in 
foreign language classes belongs to individual language 
instructors. It is our responsibility to acquire basic 
knowledge of and a more widely practiced proficiency in 
oral testing. Depending on interest, opportunity and the 
extent of training and practice, language instructors as
26
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
well as language learners should become Involved in the 01, 
for as Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro (1983, 3) conclude, "the
importance of oral competence fully justifies the time and 
effort required to test it."
1.20 The Test of Spoken English
ETS offers an alternative to the Oral Interview to 
institutions wishing to evaluate English speaking profi­
ciency. This alternative, the TSE, is a group test admini­
stered under standard conditions and scored by ETS. Below 
I describe and evaluate the TSE, relying heavily upon ETS 
for the most up-to-date information on this, ETS’s, pro­
prietary instrument.
1.21.0 General Description
The standardized administration of the TSE
has circumvented face-to-face interviewing by eliminating
direct conversation between interviewees and trained native
or near native speakers acting as Interviewers. Yet ETS
(TSE 1982, 5-6) asserts;
The format of the TSE retains the high degree of 
validity inherent in the direct interview procedure 
while virtually eliminating the subjective measurement 
problems associated with interviewing.
In spite of the standardization of the TSE, ETS alms to
test "linguistic content . . . appropriate for all
examinees regardless of their native language or
culture.
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While trying "to elicit evidence of general 
speaking proficiency", ETS (TSE 1982: 5, 7) claims to have 
avoided questions hinging upon "extensive familiarity with 
a particular subject matter or employment context," a 
criticism leveled against the Oral Interview above. ETS 
claims that the TSE Is not similarly targeted, "that It 
permits the examinee, regardless of native language, to 
demonstrate general speaking proficiency," and, further, 
that TSE subscores may be used dlagnostlcally.
1.21.1 TSE Development
ETS developed the TSE chiefly for use by academic
Institutions, the only context where It has been validated.
Additional validation research was being pursued, as of the
1982 date of publication, In health-related professions.^^
In an attempt to support a basic premise of Its
standard test development, ETS (TSE 1982, 5-6) cites a 1979
study of an outdated TOEFL form to substantiate:
correlations between paper-and-pencil tests of listen­
ing comprehension, reading, and writing skills and 
tests directly measuring active speaking ability . . . 
on a group basis .... However, extrapolating on the 
basis of group correlation data to statements about the 
speaking proficiency of Individual test candidates is 
questionable.
So ETS recognized the potential disparity between an 
Individual's TOEFL score and the Individual's ability to 
communicate In spoken English before It developed the TSE 
as an adjunct to Its TOEFL program.
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ETS constructed a prototype test of spoken English
that included items measuring discrete language elements,
in English lexicon, morphology, and syntax, as well as free
response items:
The specific items within each item type were selected 
with the goal of maintaining the highest possible 
correlation with [Foreign Service Interview] rating and 
lowest possible correlation with TOEFL score.
ETS (TSE 1982, 7-8) sought items with the least correlation 
to Foreign Service Interview grammar and vocabulary sub­
ratings, and to "sections 2 and 3 of TOEFL which involve 
written language only."^®
ETS (TSE 1982, 19) documented only a small sample 
(N=60) which it claims depicts the relationship between 
scores on the Foreign Service Interview oral proficiency 
interview and performance on the TSE. In that study, the 
approximate relationship was tabulated on the basis of pre- 
1980 data.^^ By the end of 1985, however, roughly two 
thousand individuals will have taken the TSE (Ballard 
1985).
1.21.20 TSE Format
The TSE, described by ETS (TSE 1982, 8-10) in
1982, still consists of seven sections :
1. unscored warm-up
2. reading aloud
3. completing sentences
4. story-telling from drawings
5. answering questions about drawing content
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5. responding at length:
a. describing common objects
b. expressing opinion
7, describing an imaginary course schedule
1.21.21 TSE Mechanics
The standard administration of the TSE requires
tape playback and recording equipment. According to ETS,
The test takes approximately 20 minutes and can be 
administered to individuals with cassette or reel-to- 
reel recorders or to a group using a multiple-recording 
facility such as a language laboratory.
A test book, which complements the test tape and the indi­
vidual response tapes, contains general directions for the 
examinee to read. In addition to the general directions, 
each section of the test has special instructions, which I 
presume must also be read by the examinee. Although it is 
difficult to imagine an examinee unable to read English who 
takes this test, reading comprehension, that is, not under­
standing what to do, definitely could influence examinees' 
performance adversely. Their performance, during a 
standard administration at least, is recorded non-stop on 
individual response tapes.
1.21.22.0 TSE Records and Reports
ETS compiles and then reports a considerable 
amount of data on individuals and examination results.
This information has a number of forms and uses.
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1.21.22.1 TSE Scores
First of all, ETS collects and distributes
Individuals' test scores :
Official score reports include . . . four different 
test scores: a score for overall comprehensibility and
scores for three diagnostic areas— pronunciation, gram­
mar, and fluency. Since each score is derived from a 
different rating scale, diagnostic scores do not con­
tribute to the overall comprehensibility score.
ETS bases these four scores on four separate criteria (TSE
1982, 11) Though ETS records and stores TSE scores, they
can be individually identified only for a year and one half. 
During that period, ETS reports scores to institutions at 
the request of examinees. After that, "TSE score data that 
may be used at any ̂ m e  [emphasis ETS's] for research or 
statistical purposes are not individually identifiable (TSE
1983, 12)."
1.21.22.2 Other Reported Data
In addition to the four scores mentioned above,
ETS records and reports, among other items, the native 
country and language of examinees as well as their date of 
birth (TSE 1982, 1 1 ) . ETS uses a numeric code to dis­
tinguish among six geographic regions of language origin 
indicated by the first (left-most) digit as follows:
100
200
300
400
500
600
Africa
Americas [native languages]
Asia [including Japan]
Europe
Middle East
Pacific
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With certain exceptions (176— Kiswahili, 203— Arymara, and 
436— Georgian), second order numeric coding (second and 
third digits from the left) follows alphabetical order by 
region (TSE 1983, 14) .19
1.21.22.3 TSE Norms
In its 1982 Manual for Score Users (TSE 1982, 
13-14), ETS reported the score norms for a population of 
610 examinees who took the TSE from October 1979 through 
March 1982. The sample population included sixty 
prospective veterinarians and 550 teaching assistants or 
applicants for teaching assistantships. Score comparisons 
for overall comprehensibility and for each of the 
diagnostic areas were published with the following caveat: 
"it cannot be assumed that the [score comparison] table 
accurately characterizes the relative language proficiency 
of all teaching assistants." In addition, there appears to 
be an error in the mean reported for Grammar in the table 
on page 14 (TSE 1982).
The TSE Examinees Handbook (1983, 11), however,
does state:
At the time you [the examinee] receive your score 
report, you will receive additional information that 
will help you interpret the scores.
I asked Rod Ballard, TSE Program Director, if that meant
that norms for language groups and for country of origin
(such as those for the TOEFL) had recently been made avail-
32
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
able. No, Ballard (1985) said, examinees score reports 
simply listed the rating scales on the back of the docu­
ments. Since, in the TSE's short history, there had been
fewer than 2000 applicants, complete statistical norms were
not yet available. This is unfortunate because group 
norms, for examinees' and institutions' reference, consti­
tute a major advantage of standardized tests.
1.21.30 TSE Function
ETS intended the TSE to assess examinees 
proficiency at moderately complex speaking tasks, that is, 
proficiency which is roughly equivalent to Oral Interview 
Levels 2 and 3.̂ 1 Now, because it is difficult to compare 
these two instruments critically without an intimate know­
ledge of both, a closer look at the seven sections of the 
TSE is in order. Here, and again in the following sec­
tions, I rely upon ETS documentation (TSE 1982, 8-18).
1.21.31 TSE Section One
For no score, in Section One, examinees respond to
taped biographical questions. For rating purposes, how­
ever, TSE Section One could serve to inform the rater about 
examinees' ability to conform responses to the standard 
administration format.
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1.21.32 TSE Section Two
In Section Two, examinees read a written passage 
aloud, after preliminary silent reading. ETS raters score 
examinees' taped production for "pronunciation and 
overall clarity of speech".
1.21.33 TSE Section Three
Examinees' performance in Section Three consists 
of sentence completion which must be meaningful and gramma­
tically correct. It is not clear from ETS's description 
whose meaning examinees must convey nor what standard ETS 
uses for "grammatically correct" utterances.
1.21.34 TSE Section Four
Story-telling constitutes the performance that ETS 
requires in Section Four. From a series of six illustra­
tions approximately one and one-half to two inches by two 
and one-half inches in size, examinees are "asked to tell 
the [emphasis mine] story that the pictures show, and to 
include as much detail as p o s s i b l e . " 2̂
1.21.35 TSE Section Five
In Section Five examinees answers successive
questions about the content of a single illustration.^^
The questions are prerecorded on the test tape.
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1.21.36 TSE Section Six
Section Six includes open-ended items. In this 
section examinees give longer responses, both describing 
common objects and expressing opinions on issues with which 
they should be familiar.
1.21.37 TSE Section Seven
Again in Section Seven, description is the perfor­
mance that ETS requires. Examinees must produce a spoken 
description of a printed schedule which appears in the test 
book, as if explaining it to a class at the first class 
meeting. Thus, in both Section 3 and Section 7, ETS 
requires spoken responses to written stimuli.
1.22.0 TSE Reliability
One problem with evaluating the TSE or other 
similarly controlled proprietary measurement instruments 
lies in the fact that most reliability and validity data 
come from internal studies. By that I mean that the data 
are reported by the organizations, and perhaps even the 
persons, that developed the instruments themselves, in this 
case, ETS, and which market their monopolistic services to 
the academic community. Test taking and test results do 
not come free, nor do ETS research reports, these days. 
Internal data and studies scream for independent verifica­
tion and confirmation with reference to current testing 
instruments. Although reliability, as well as validity,
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data in the 1982 TSE Manual for Score Users predate the 
five year period set forth in the introduction to this 
chapter for consideration here, I have decided, in lieu 
of more recent data, superficially to reproduce the ETS 
discussion relevant to interrater reliability.
1.22.1 Rater Reliability
Rater reliability is a measure of the effective 
training of r a t e r s . E T S  trains official TSE raters in 
one-day workshops, and then retrains experienced raters 
annually, "or more frequently if score discrepancies 
indicate" that retraining is required.
Two ETS raters make independent ratings of each 
examination tape. If the two differ substantially in 
rating one or more diagnostic areas, ETS has a third rater 
listen to the tape. However the third person rates only 
those areas on which the two initial raters differ. In the 
case of complete disagreement among the three, the two 
highest scores on the disputed diagnostic areas will be 
averaged for reporting purposes (TSE 1982, 10). Furthur,
retraining one or more of the raters might be in order.
1.22.20 "Internal Consistency"
The other reliability judged relevant by ETS was 
the "internal consistency" of reported scores.
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1.22.21 Pre-1980 Reliability
ETS used Cronbach's alpha coefficient methodology 
to measure "an internal consistency reliability of .91 and 
a standard error of measurement of 15 (Clark and Swinton 
1979, 53)." Given the simple fact that the standard error
is nondecimal, and greater then three, this standard error 
must apply to the overall comprehensibility score, which is 
reported an a different scale than the diagnostic scores.
1.22.22 Reliabilities and Standard Errors
ETS (TSE 1982, 18-21) omits mention of internal 
alpha coefficients and standard errors for the three TSE 
diagnostic area scores.Additional information from ETS 
on these points could shed light on the question whether, 
by any standard statistical method, those diagnostic scores 
can be shown to reflect individuals' true ability to 
perform against consistently measurable criteria.
1.23.0 TSE Validity
Test validity studies indicate how accurately 
tests actually measure what their authors intend them to 
measure. The drawback is that there is neither a single 
indicator nor a standard index of test validity. ETS (TSE 
1982, 21-22) refers to three types of validity which it 
judges relevant to study of the TSE: content validity,
construct validity and criterion-referenced validity.
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However ETS circumvents critical discussion of 
content validity by referring the reader to TSE Content and 
Program Format (TSE 1982, 8-16). Likewise, those 
interested in construct validity ETS directs to Development 
of TSE (TSE 1982, 6-8). Once again, the information which 
ETS (TSE 1982, 21-22) presents predates the chronological
range of this s t u d y .  Nonetheless, it must be considered 
in lieu of more recent data and independent findings.
1.23.1 Construct Validity
In an attempt to avoid positive correlations be­
tween the TSE and the TOEFL (ETS's proprietary instrument), 
and between the TSE and the Oral Interview grammar and 
vocabulary subsections, ETS (TSE 1982, 8-12) constructed a 
different grammar metric, the TSE grammar scale:
Not surprisingly, the TSE grammar score is more closely 
associated with the TOEFL total than are the other 
three TSE scores. This suggest that the TSE grammar 
score is tapping an ability similar to that measured by 
the TOEFL, which is a paper and pencil multiple choice 
test (TSE 1982, 23)."
This shows that results diverged markedly from a stated aim
of TSE development; ETS wanted to decrease the correlation
between the TSE and its written partner, the TOEFL.
There is an undesired correlation between the TSE
overall comprehensibility score and the TOEFL Total score
calculated by ETS at .57. This falls in the same range as
the desired correlations, from .52 to .60, with formally
assessed "ability to handle common situations involving
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language skills." Similarly, ETS (TSE 1982. 23-24) re­
ported that the TSE "overall comprehensibility rating is 
more closely related to pronunciation and fluency . . .
than to grammar" and claimed that "while TSE scores are 
closely related, each provides some independent information 
about examinee's proficiency." But the inter cor relations, 
undesirable for discriminant validity, range higher ( .79- 
.93) than the criterion-referenced correlations with Oral 
Interview ratings (.73-.79), which I discuss further in 
subsequent sec t i ons.
Even though TSE grammar score correlations to the 
other TSE scores ranged from .79 to .84, ETS suggested that 
they diverged sufficiently from one another for diagnostic 
purposes, with the scores thus taken to represent differen­
tially measurable skills. Differentiation of skills is an 
aspect of construct validity. On the other hand, ETS 
contended that correlations ranging from .52 to .68 vali­
dated the TSE in instructional settings relative to the 
GTA's "ability to handle common situations involving lan­
guage skills", that is, where convergence is to be desired. 
The answer to the question how, while higher statistical 
correlations in the above instances affirm divergent vali­
dity between internal constructs, lower statistical cor­
relations confirm convergent validity simply escapes me.
It appears as if ETS judged the validity of their own
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Instrument according to various criteria (ranges of cor­
relations) in the context of desired versus undesired 
correspondences with external and internal constructs.
1.23.20 Criterion Related Validity
A certain amount of overlap is to be expected 
where correlations support, respectively, construct and 
criterion-related validity claims. ETS (TSE 1982, 23-24),
in the following study, seeks to correlate TSE ratings to 
external criteria, to Oral Interview ratings.
1.23.21 A Validity Study
For an extremely limited sample population (N=3l, 
before 1980), the TSE pronunciation score showed the 
highest correlation with the FSI oral proficiency rating. 
That correlation was .77. At the same time, however, one 
should consider the .79 intercorrelation between TSE 
pronunciation and TSE grammar, which had the highest 
correlation to TOEFL Total Score (.70). There are two 
possible interpretations, either that TSE scores actually 
approximated Oral Interview measurements or that the 
government testing program measured the same skill as ETS's 
TOEFL Program, written English grammar and vocabulary. It 
is of Interest to note, in this context, that the govern­
ment program has been adapted and revised since then.
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1-23.3 Three Observations
In closing this description and evaluation of TSE 
reliability and validity, I would like to make three obser­
vations. First, ETS's reliability and validity data are 
not current; second, they appear insignificant in sample 
size; and, third, they have been interpreted in the most 
favorable light by ETS. These observations lead into the 
next section, a critique of the TSE.
1.24.0 TSE Critique
In this review of ETS documents on its own instru­
ment, the TSE, I take a grain-of-salt approach because ETS 
developed it a good five years ago. Since that time I have 
observed little change in the TSE, by outward appearances.
1.24.1 Reading Skill
ETS (TSE 1983, 7) provides examinees more detailed 
written instructions in Sample Questions than actually 
appear in the testbook. Even so, examinees must read to 
take the TSE under standard administration. "Thus, for a 
blind examinee no diagnostic score can be reported for 
pronunciation or for fluency (TSE 1982, 16)." This
examination of spoken English, then, does not appear face- 
valid when the two scores valued for speaking by ETS depend 
so heavily upon reading skill.
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1.24.2 Illustrations
Illustrations do appear in the TSE Examinee Hand­
book. These photographic illustrations are so small as to 
require close scrutiny for d e t a i l . 22
1.24.3 Time Limits
Time limits on each section could influence scores 
by restricting examinees' response times. ETS (TSE 1982, 
19) asserts that speed is not a factor in completing the 
formally administered TSE, but time, which probably serves 
as a variable in evaluating Fluency, is controlled by the 
playback and recording speeds during administration.^® 
Although a "voice on the test tape announces the beginning 
and the end of each section", examinees are not necessarily 
advised in advance of the time allowed to respond to each 
question in Sections One, Five and Six (TSE 1983, 7-10).
Quite conceivably, time limits could contribute to a 
ceiling effect mentioned by ETS (TSE 1982, 19).
ETS (TSE 1983, 8-10) specifies silent and oral
reading times of one minute each for TSE Section Two, as 
well as picture study times of one minute each for Sections 
Four and Five, and silent schedule reading and oral re­
porting times of one minute each for Section Seven. Thus 
ability to plan, speak and time oneself simultaneously 
could yield examinees a distinct advantage in addition to 
reading ability. It is inconceivable that raters would
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score responses continued during subsequent questions. It 
is equally inconceivable that examinees would not shut up 
and listen to the voice on the test tape. It is easy to 
see that administration speed is controlled by ETS design.
1.24.4 Targeting
Examinees' performance in TSE Section Seven mimics 
that in a narrowly targeted scholastic setting with a re­
stricted audience. The role that this item plays in a test 
of general speaking proficiency is unsupported by ETS's 
validation study undertaken in English-Medium Instructional 
Settings.For a direct measure of communicative com­
petence, Section Seven suffers from direct targeting of a 
particular academic milieu. The weights of individual test 
items in the diagnostic scores and in the overall compre­
hensibility scores could easily have been juggled during 
development to produce the desired statistical correlations 
in this particular setting. How well scores correlate with 
external criteria for larger samples in experimentally 
varied communicative settings remains anyone's guess.
1.24.5 Content/Context
Test items fix the content of examinees' responses 
in Sections Two, Four, Five and Seven. Further, context is 
determined by items in Sections One, Two, Three, and Seven. 
The only open-ended questions appear to be in Section Six, 
where ETS does not score the actual ideas. Even in this
43
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
section, however, ETS limits content by reference to common 
articles and familiar topics (TSE 1982, 8-9; 1983, 8-10).
But telephone sets and automobile pollution might not exist 
in all cultures and societies.
1.24.6 ETS Caveats
Under its caveat, "Do not use TSE scores as the 
sole indicator of potential teaching performance [ETS 
emphasis] (TSE 1982, 15)", ETS distinguishes (English)
language proficiency from interpersonal skills and In­
terest, social factors and individual traits not measured 
by the TSE. ETS (TSE 1982, 24) also warns those who make 
decisions affecting Individuals based on TSE scores that 
they should establish validity jjn situ, for their own 
specific purposes, beforehand. This holds true for all 
applications of standard measurements.
1.24.7 Native Language/Country
If the TSE were validated In a wider range of 
communicative settings than college classrooms, and If the 
sample examinee population were broadened to Include more 
than GTAs and the like, norms based upon native language 
group performance could provide helpful Insights to 
Engllsh-as-a-Second-Language instructors, programmers, and 
writers. With error analysis they could pinpoint acqui­
sition difficulties for particular groups of language
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learners identified by native language and country. A 
dangerous potential, yet, may lie in ETS reporting 
linguistic and geographic origin data with individual test 
scores to institutions, for the data could be used for 
discriminatory practices as well as for statistical 
purposes.
1.24.8 TSE Currency
A discrepancy probably exists between the TSE 
forms used for the purpose of gathering reliability and 
validity data prior to 1980, and the TSE form in current 
use, since ETS markets forms that it no longer uses in the 
TOEFL program. Those forms are sold to institutions, 
packaged in the Speaking Proficiency English Assessment Kit 
(SPEAK).
The SPEAK sells for three hundred dollars and 
contains in-house rater training and practice materials 
(including tapes) in addition to test materials. A second 
dated test form is available to institutions that have 
already purchased the three-hundred-dollar kit, for an 
additional seventy-five dollars.
1.24.9 Critical Limitations
The TSE shows limited potential for applications 
at elementary proficiency levels as well as at the advanced 
level because.
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the TSE is pitched at a level beyond that of mere 
survival skills, but does not require the breadth of 
vocabulary and general appropriateness [emphasis mine] 
of idiom expected of the well-educated native speaker.
Though the TSE adequately may measure differences between
examinees whose Oral Interview ratings would be between two
and three plus, it serves its function less well when
distinguishing among advanced English speakers because
above government level three plus a ceiling effect begins
to appear (TSE 1982, 19).
The intermediate difficulty of the TSE closely 
approximates, in English proficiency, what Heidinger (1983) 
said was to be expected of college graduates with foreign 
language majors. Oral Interview ratings between two and 
three plus. But even at this level, test users should 
avoid rigid cut-off scores due to imperfection inherent to 
all measurement instruments. The standard error reported 
on earlier TSE forms, and presumably obtained with 
experienced raters, showed considerable variability in 
individual measurement (TSE 1982: 15, 19, 21).
1.30 The Advanced Placement Examination in
French Language (APFL)
The APFL form described in the May 1985 Advanced 
Placement Course Description (CEEB 1984) remains essen­
tially unchanged from that described in the 1984 edition. 
The latter publication dates from 1983. While the comments 
and criticisms that I make pertain primarily to the APFL
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Speaking Subsection, I wish to underline the fact that the 
College Board has reported no substantive changes In this 
ETS proprietary measurement instrument since 1983.^®
1.31.0 APPL Form
The APFL is written In French with the notable 
exception of the directions (CEEB 1984, 3). The College 
Board contends that the directions must be In English since 
the College Board uses this examination to measure American 
high school students' proficiency In the French language, 
and English directions probably do facilitate administering 
the test to native English speakers. In spite of this 
discrepancy (English In a French proficiency measurement 
Instrument), examinees must respond exclusively In French.
1.31.1 APFL Speaking Subsection Format
The Speaking Subsection measures French speaking 
proficiency In much the same way that the TSE measures 
English. Test administrators play a cassette tape 
recording that provides stimuli (and times the subsection), 
while examinees continuously record their spoken responses. 
The College Board advises instructors, administrators and 
examinees alike that unfamlllarlty with recording equipment 
could cause administrative problems during the examination.
Although the Speaking Subsection takes only twenty 
minutes to administer during a two and one-half hour 
examination, examinees' speaking proficiency makes up one
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quarter of the APPL total score (CEEB 1984, 3-4). This is
disproportionately high if you consider the test time 
devoted to the measurement of speaking skill.
1.31.20 APFL Speaking Subsection Function
The purpose of the Speaking Subsection is to 
measure examinees' ability to respond correctly and 
idiomatically in French (CEEB 1984, 3).
1.31.21 Directed Responses
First examinees must respond to questions and 
directions. The test tape allows examinees only fifteen 
seconds to respond to individual items. The College Board 
then employs scorers who evaluate such short answers 
against the following criteria: appropriateness,
grammatical correctness and pronunciation (CEEB 1984, 14).
1.31.22.0 Story Telling
Subsequent to making directed responses, examinees 
must recount a story in response to stimuli which consist 
of line drawings. This item shows remarkable similarity to 
TSE Section Four.^® Examinees may study the drawings for 
two minutes before recounting, in two additional minutes, 
the complete story illustrated by the drawings.
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1.31.22.1 Illustration
The same sample drawings appear in the 1985 des­
cription (CEEB 1984, 16-17) as in the 1984 description
(CEEB 1983). ETS, the copyright owner, provided them from 
an even earlier examination form. These line drawings are 
approximately two inches by three and three-quarters inches 
in size. The drawings include details, potentially crucial 
to the story, a lost pet for instance, that measured barely 
one-quarter inch in size. If it were just a story 
examinees were to tell, such detailed illustration content 
might not figure in the scoring.
1.31.22.2 Scoring Criteria
It is difficult to ascertain, due to slight 
differences in wording, whether the scoring criteria for 
story-telling expand upon or differ from those for directed 
responses. Raters score the story which examinees recount 
"not only for appropriateness of vocabulary and grammatical 
correctness but also for the fluency, range of vocabulary, 
and pronunciation . . ." evident from examinees' recorded
responses (CEEB 1984, 14-17).
1.32.0 APPL Reliability
The reliability of the Advanced Placement 
Examinations, in general, depends heavily upon the security 
of the multiple-choice questions used from year to year. 
This College Board admission immediately calls the
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reliability of the free-response sections, including the 
APPL Speaking Subsection, into question.
1.32.1 Free Response Scoring
After the examination, high school and college 
language instructors meet to score examinees' response 
tapes. General criteria for scoring free-response sections 
are initially developed by group leaders employed by the 
College Board from year to year. Scoring group consensus 
then determines detailed criteria or, at least, expecta­
tions for a given test administration.
Raters assign scores independently, while group 
leaders continuously monitor their work. This constant 
monitoring probably produces a respectable degree of inter­
rater (intra-group) reliability for scores on a given free- 
response section in a given year.
1.32.2 Final Grade
Finally raters combine multiple-choice and free-
response scores to arrive at a final score which the
College Board reports on a five-point scale:
5— Extremely well qualified 
4— Well qualified 
3— Qualified
2— Possibly qualified 
1— No recommendation
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Colleges and universities may then use these recommenda­
tions for advanced placement purposes according to locally 
determined guidelines (CEEB 1984, iii-iv).
1.33.0 APPL Validity
The College Board offers reprints of an APFL study 
to those educators interested in the French language 
examination's validity (CEEB 1984, 2). Unfortunately this
study, published in 1975, predates numerous changes in the 
instrument, its format, and in the functions tested.
1.34.0 APFL Critique
The overall score for this particular Advanced 
Placement Examination combines scores for four skills: 
listening and reading, tested with multiple-choice items, 
and writing and speaking, tested with free-response items. 
Each skill weighs equally (CEEB 1984, 3). Thus one-half of 
the final grade depends upon free-response scores resulting 
from evaluation against consensus criteria. With the more 
reliable multiple-choice scores accounting for only one- 
half of the final grade, the reliability of the combined 
test results remains open to speculation.
1.34.1 Consanguinuity: Speaking Cousins
Although the Advanced Placement Program is the
work of the College Board, the APFL belongs to ETS. The 
similarities between the Speaking Subsection and the TSE,
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another ETS instrument, are striking. There are also 
differences. For one, ETS dropped oral reading from the 
APFL Speaking Subsection some time ago.^®
While data are lacking on the reliability and the 
validity of this subsection alone, ETS did not design it to 
stand alone. Yet the APFL Speaking Subsection alone 
appears to depend less upon reading skill than the entire 
TSE, which ETS designed to measure speaking proficiency 
alone.
1.34.2 Scoring
The Advanced Placement Course Description; French 
booklet, and perhaps the APFL Speaking Subsection as well, 
notably lacks explicitly stated criteria for evaluating the 
free-response section of the APFL, and for the Speaking 
Subsection in particular. From what the College Board 
reported about its free response item scoring procedure, I 
gather that criteria vary from year to year according to 
scoring group consensus (CEEB 1984, iii). For five 
dollars, though, the Advanced Placement Program does offer 
a supplemental booklet entitled Grading the AP Examination 
in French Language. Investment in that booklet could yield 
explicit criteria to scrutinize more closely.
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CHAPTER ONE 
NOTES
Section 1.0
^Judith E. Liskln-Gasparro reported that ACTFL 
Provisional Proficiency Guidelines (1982) are currently 
under revision, in a handwritten note to Paul A, Beaufait, 
17 May 1985; Pardee Lowe, Jr., refers to ILR rating scales, 
"The ILR Oral Interview: Origins, Applications, Pitfalls,
and Implications," MALT Bulletin 29 (Winter 1984): 34-5;
since the article does not include the ILR scales, it is 
not clear that they differ at all from ILR definitions 
compiled by ACTFL in 1982, The ACTFL Language Proficiency 
Projects: Update - Fall 1982 (Hastings-on-Hudson, NY:
ACTFL, 1983), for familiarization workshops; the government 
definitions for oral proficiency appear unchanged from 
those reported by Howard E. Sollenberger, "Development and 
Current Use of the FSI Oral Interview Test," in John L.D. 
Clark, ed., Direct Testing of Speaking Proficiency; Theory 
and Application (Princeton, NJ: ETS, 1978): 2-12.
^Those sources include: John L.D. Clark and
Spencer S. Swinton, The Test of Spoken English as a Measure 
of Communicative Ability in English-Medium Instructional 
Settings: TOEFL Research Report 7 (Princeton, NJ: ETS,
1980); TSE Examinee Handbook and Sample Questions (Prince­
ton, NJ: ETS, 1982); and TSE Examinee Application Form and 
Procedures: 1984-85 (Princeton, NJ: ETS 1984).
Section 1.1
3See Section 1.00 for a brief introduction to the 
DLI or government scale. In the most recent treatment 
studied here, Pardee Lowe, Jr. (1984) refers to the ILR 
rating scales which I assume differ little, if at all, from 
the DLI scales (Lowe and Liskin-Gasparro 1983).
^See APPENDIX A for complete definitions of each 
level on the Government (DLI) Rating Scale (from Liskin- 
Gasparro's 1983 compilation).
53
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
See Lowe (1984, 32-34) for a synopsis of 01 
development; see APPENDIX B for ACTFL/ETS Provisional 
Speaking Descriptions (from ACTFL's 1982 compilation).
®See APPENDIX C for the ILR Functional Trisection, 
ACTFL Provisional Guidelines: Provisional Generic Descrip­
tions and Provisional German Descriptions (from Lowe 1984, 42-49).
^See Section 1.14.2 for a brief discussion of 
particular applications; see CHAPTER 3 for further dis­
cussion of 01 applications.
^Gilbert Sax, Principles of Educational and 
Psychological Measurement and Evaluation. 2nd ed. (Belmont, 
CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1980) p. 634, defines
content validity as the "extent to which item content 
corresponds with objectives."
®See APPENDIX C for the Functional Trisection; see 
also Section 1.11.2 for discussion of function and context 
and Section 2.22.21 for discussion of setting in the 01.
^®See Sections 2.20 through 2.23 for further 
discussion of the relationship between the 01 and 
communicative competence testing.
^^See CHAPTER 3 for further discussion of 01 
applications.
Section 1.2
^^In April 1985, Educational Testing Service (ETS) 
provided the 1982 edition of the Test of Spoken English 
(TSE) Manual for Score Users (Princeton, N.J.: ETS, 1982), 
to Dr. Robert Hausmann, the ESL Program Supervisor at the 
University of Montana; Rod Ballard, TSE Program director, 
reported in a telephone interview May 1985. that a revision 
was planned for 1986; see Section 0.21, in INTRODUCTION.
l^The question whether standardized testing 
successfully avoids linguistic or socio-cultural bias lies 
beyond the scope of the present study.
^^See Sections 1.23.0 ff., for further discussion 
of TSE Validity.
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^®See TSE 1982, 6-8, for details of TSE 
development; incidentally, the criteria based upon TOEFL 
sections inform critical limitations of ETS's own TOEFL 
treated in an unpublished paper by Beaufait (1984).
^®See TSE 1982, 8-10, for detailed ETS explanation 
of content and administration, including non-standard 
administration for handicapped examinees.
^^This aspect of TSE scores mirrors the non- 
additive interrelationship found between Oral Interview 
factor scores and the overall oral proficiency rating (see 
Section 1.11.2 and Section 2.13); see APPENDIX D for TSE 
rating scales.
^^Such data could conceivably serve parties 
(internal or external to ETS) in discrimination by age or 
origin.
^®These exceptions probably originated from 
previously uncoded native languages reported by recent 
applicants to the TOEFL or TSE testing programs.
2®There are two possible further applications of 
language/country of origin norms beyond information for 
institutions and examinees : (1) monitoring linguistic
and/or cultural discrimination by test items or the instru­
ment as a whole, and (2) diagnosing English acquisition 
difficulties common to homogeneous populations, i.e., adult 
native Japanese speakers of English as a Second or Foreign 
Language.
^^See APPENDIX A for the most recent government 
descriptions of Oral Interview levels; see also Sections
1.11.11.0 and 1.11.11.1, for discussion of government 
levels.
^^There is a discrepancy between the description 
of TSE Section 4 in the TSE Manual for Score Users (1982,
8) and that in the TSE Exam inee*s Handbook (1983, 7-8):
the first specifies "line drawings", while the second pro­
vides the examinee sample photographic illustrations; this 
discrepancy appears again between descriptions of TSE 
Section 5, respectively; see Sections 1.21.34-35 and
1.24.2, in the present study.
2^See Sections 1.24.0 ff., for a critique of TSE 
functions.
^^'Raters* are also referred to as 'testers' by 
Lowe(1984) and others; see Section 1.14.1.
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^®Slnce rating scales differ dramatically, only a 
rough comparison can be drawn to the one 'plus' point 
standard error reported for the 01 (see Sections 1.12.0 
ff.); this approximation is supported by ETS's own 
comparison (TSE 1982, 18-19).
^®John L. D. Clark and Spencer S. Swinton, 1980, 
The Test of Spoken English as a Measure of Communicative 
Ability in English-Medium Instructional Settings. TOEFL 
Research Report 7 (Princeton, NJ: ETS); Clark and Swinton
were also active in the development of the TSE; see Section 
1.23.21.
^^Rod Ballard, TSE and SPEAK Project Director, 
telephone conversation 26 April 1985; the current TSE fee 
for standard administration is $40 (1984-1985 Application 
Form).
Section 1.3
The Advanced Placement Program quit offering 
reel-to-reel student response tapes as of May 1984 (CEEB 
1984, 3); the program does offer item number 464588, Tape 
recording (French Language, form E, 1982), price: $6; see
Note 31 for address.
^^This part of the APFL Speaking Subsection 
differs from TSE Section 4 in that the sample illustrations 
are still line drawings; the picture study time and story­
telling time of two minutes each compare to one minute each 
for the TSE ; see Sections 1.21.34 and 1.24.3.
30see Michio Peter Hagiwara's review of a 1976 
inactive form in the Eighth Mental Measurements Yearbook 
(1978), entry 112 (p. 193ff).
^^Item number 235487, Grading the AP Examination 
in French Language, price: $5, is available from the
Advanced Placement Program, Box 2899, Princeton, NJ 08541.
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2.00 ORAL PROFICIENCY AND COMMUNICATIVE
COMPETENCE EVALUATION
Among viable hypotheses advanced for language 
competence, there are two which exclude the possibility of 
each other. These are that competence is either in­
divisible or that it is partially divisible. Conclusions 
generally favor the hypothesis for indivisible language 
competence (Scholz and others, in Oiler and Perkins 1980, 
24-33).  ̂ What guides the discussion in this chapter is how 
hypotheses about the nature of language and how testing 
strategies figure prominently in oral proficiency as well 
as in communicative competence evaluation. The progression 
in this chapter follows testing developments from oral 
skill, strictly speaking, to communicative competence, in 
its numerous parameters.
2.10 Oral Proficiency Measurement
By examining a number of hypotheses, studies and 
guides in this first section on oral proficiency, I intend 
to prepare ground for more far-reaching discussion of com­
municative competence evaluation, especially of develop­
ments that have taken and are taking place abroad.
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2.11.0 An Intensive English Language Program Study 
At the University of Illinois, investigators
studied an intensive English language program's applica­
tions of oral proficiency testing (Hendricks and others, in 
Oiler and Perkins 1980, 77-90). They compared the results 
of a Foreign Service Institute variant interview technique 
with three instruments that demanded less time and effort 
to administer.
Their single versus multi-factor analysis favored 
a unitary language competence model. Linguistic aspects 
measured separately, and oral proficiency in particular, 
could not be clearly distinguished on the basis of test 
results. The authors suggested, however, that language 
testing departures from discrete-point measurement will 
produce feasible alternatives to the Oral Interview.
2.11.1 Discrete-Point vs. Cloze Testing 
Hendricks and others at the University of Illinois
concluded that discrete-point tests lack detailed socio­
linguist ic and linguistic context because discrete-point 
items inadequately assess a person's functional language 
ability in a realistic setting. Hendricks and others also 
believe that written and oral cloze tests show promise for 
refinement to measure parts of what the Oral Interview now 
does.̂
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2.12.0 French, Spanish, and Russian
Proficiency Measurements
Although specific to only a few languages, two 
guides to the Oral Interview, one United States Foreign 
Service and the other ACTFL affiliated, are available.
2.12.1 French and Spanish Guide
The Foreign Service has published a guide for 
French and Spanish language proficiency interviewers (Adams 
and Frith 1980). This guide includes comments and 
suggestions on testing procedures, suggested topics for 
Oral Interviews and hints for evaluating lower speaking 
proficiency levels in French and Spanish. These hints, in 
particular, should interest teachers who need to evaluate 
beginning foreign language speakers.
2.12.2 Russian Proficiency Handbook
Oral Proficiency Testing in Russian (Wing and 
Mayewski 1983) is a handbook for a one-day workshop. It 
provides prospective testers an overview of oral 
proficiency assessment principles and techniques. The 
workshop focuses attention on tester training opportunities 
in Russian, on culture's role in the interview and on 
Russian specific language situations. The handbook 
includes ACTFL/ETS question types and provisional generic 
proficiency guidelines, which, according to Liskin- 
Gasparro, ACTFL is currently revising.®
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2.13 Indivisible Competence
Within the relatively limited scope of oral 
proficiency measurement, a rater-rellability study 
supported the indivisible competence hypothesis. Karen A. 
Mullen's study (in Oiler and Perkins 1980, 91) showed that 
each Oral Interview subscale (Listening, Pronunciation, 
Fluency, and Grammar) contributed significantly to the 
Overall score. Thus the composite score represents the 
best metric for oral proficiency.
2.14.0 Native Speaker Studies
Native English speakers figured prominently in the 
following two studies. While in the first they were 
evaluators, in the second they were evaluated.
2.14.1 An Accented English Proficiency Study
In the first study, oral proficiency in English as 
a Second Language (ESL) was evaluated in terms of non­
native accent. When Donn R. Callaway (in Oiler and Perkins 
1980, 102) compared naive native language evaluators and
Eng1ish-as-a-Second-Language instructors, he found that 
they were equally reliable in their judgments of pro­
ficiency demonstrated by speakers whose English was 
variously accented.
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2.14.2 Native Speaker Error
Michelle Fishman's conclusion (in Oiler and 
Perkins 1980, 187) was that when pushed to the limits of 
their ability, native English speakers made the same kinds 
of errors (in taking dictation) that non-native speakers 
make. This may help explain Callaway's findings.
2.15.0 Success Factors
In an effort to identify factors contributing to 
success in language acquisition, Sadako O. Clarke (in Oiler 
and Perkins 1980, 217) found that Modern Language Aptitude 
Test (MLAT) results did not consistently predict achieve­
ment in spite of correlations with other measures of 
achievement. It should become clear, through further 
studies, that although the predictive validity of the MLAT 
was not supported by this study, personal factors do 
contribute to language proficiency.
2.15.1 Behavioral and Attitudinal Correlates
When Mitsuhisa Murakami (in Oiler and Perkins
1980, 227-30) compared native Japanese behavior and 
attitude correlates with English listening and reading 
proficiency demonstrated on cloze tests, he made no study 
of behavioral and attitudinal correlations with speaking 
proficiency. Yet his study showed that Japanese students 
demonstrated remarkable progress in listening comprehension
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in the United States, which perhaps only reflects a bias 
towards reading in Japanese English education.
2.15.2 Self-Reported Data
John W. Oiler, Jr., Kyle Perkins and Mitsuhisa 
Murakami (in Oiler and Perkins 1980, 233-40) studied self- 
reported data including reasons for studying English. They 
evaluated learners' motivation for English language study 
in terms of integrative (understanding Americans for 
example) versus instrumental (getting a good job) motives. 
Moderate to low correlations among self-reported data, 
dictation and cloze measures suggested that the reporting 
questionnaire was in itself a language test. Further, 
Oiler, Perkins and Mitsuhisa found that questionnaire 
techniques, with respect to language (native or target) and 
format (oral or written) lack construct validity.
2.15.3 Integrative vs. Instrumental Motives
In yet another study of factors contributing to 
oral proficiency, Thomas Ray Johnson and Kathy Krug (in 
Oiler and Perkins 1980, 241) measured integrative/instru­
mental motivation with a Gardner and Lambert instrument and 
with a redundancy index based on an integrative Foreign 
Service Institute type Oral Interview. They observed weak 
to contrary correlations among these measurements and 
attained proficiency demonstrated in Oral Interviews. They 
had to conclude, nonetheless, "that affective factors are
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Important regardless of the difficulty of measuring them," 
because standard theories could not explain their data.
2.20 Toward Communicative Competence
What follows reflects evaluation of the Oral 
Interview In terms of Its ability to measure communicative 
competence. The reporting reflects evaluation made by 
investigators Intimately knowledgeable of Oral Interview 
procedures.
2.21.0 Negotiating Understanding
In Engllsh-as-a-Second-Language (ESL) oral pro­
ficiency Interviews, examinees and testers can negotiate 
understanding. Since the Interview procedure allows 
testers to evaluate examinees' participation In oral 
Interactions, the Oral Interview could be an excellent 
place to evaluate more than examinees' ability to under­
stand, that Is, to evaluate examinees' communicative 
competence (Sanders 1981).
2.21.1 Communicative Features
Sara Lyles Sanders realized that even students 
lacking In oral proficiency could use strategies to 
negotiate understanding on both sides, theirs and testers, 
in the Oral Interview. As the basis for her work, Sanders 
used conversation analysis to examine three features of 
communicative competence:
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X. ability to respond to different question types
2. ability to produce expansions and accounts
3. ability to perceive and focus topic
Her analysis thus evaluated features pertinent to Oral 
Interview ratings.
2.21.2 Implications
Sander's proposal for rating Oral Interviews would
allow even examinees who produce ungrammatical utterances
to receive high Interview ratings. She suggests;
a totally different approach which Is specifically 
related to examining the student's ability to 
communicate. The goal Is to look for successful 
interaction even when it Is achieved with speech marked 
by poor pronunciation, limited grammatical structure, 
and numerous false starts.
Sanders concluded that speakers of ESL have no
need to sound like native speakers: "Their greatest need
Is to be able to communicate In English with whatever
control over the language they have." Thus testers should
neither employ nor deploy the oral Interview to evaluate
correct utterances compared with those of educated native
speakers. Testers' Intent, then, would be to recognize
effective communicators, not proficient test takers or
educated native speakers.
2.22.0 Soclollngulstlc, Interpersonal and
Pragmatic Variables
Soclollngulstlc, Interpersonal and pragmatic
variables presuppose linguistic and parallngulstlc
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features. Of these variables relevant to communicative 
competence testing, three are crucial: (1) setting, (2)
interlocutors and (3) topical and effective outcome (Clark 
1982) .
2.22.1 Setting
According to Clark, the range of communicative 
settings encompassed by the Oral Interview can be broadened 
by testers' use of relevant props. Such props, graphic or 
figurative, could play an important part in communication 
between examinees and testers.
2.22.2 Interlocutors
Clark also suggests that testers incorporate role 
playing exercises to the Oral Interview. Role play can be 
used to simulate a wider variety of interlocutors, thus 
enhancing the range of communicative settings.
2.22.3 Communicative Outcome 
Communicative outcome requires further study in
the context of the Oral Interview (Clark 1982). This issue 
can only be resolved when testers specify communicative 
outcomes prior to the interview and when examinees are 
advised of and accept the validity of the desired outcomes. 
Pre-interview tapes, made by examinees and screened by 
testers, could guide the formulation of questions and 
situations prior to the interview.4
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During the Oral Interview warm-up, as well, 
examinees and testers could negotiate communicative 
outcomes. Testers also could fine-tune interviews to 
examine and evaluate communicative competence as suggested 
by Sanders (1981).
2.23 Communicative Competence Caveat
Joseph Ricciardi (1981), in assessing the use of 
interviews, does not equate comprehension and use of 
linguistic structures with communicative competence. Yet 
the Oral Interview may still offer some insights to commu­
nicative competence in certain sociolinguistic situations. 
Ricciardi, however, advises caution with respect to the 
interview's predictive strength and mechanical application, 
specifically:
the entire range of problem areas that will be met in 
its application must be identified before the Interview 
begins. In addition, the validity [of the Oral 
Interview] as an accurate judge of non-interview type 
oral language situations must also be ascertained 
before it is put into use.
It follows that descriptions of work environment and peer
group speech acts, as well as validity studies, can guide
interview developments.
2.24 Dutch Developments
The Dutch National Institute (DNI) for Educational 
Measurement constructed English, French and German oral 
proficiency tests based on daily living situations (Mets
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1981). Rating difficulties, however, led the DNI to 
simplify its rating categories from six to three:
1. an intelligent and appropriate response with minor 
mistakes
2. an intelligible and appropriate response, but one 
which takes some effort on the part of the rater to 
understand
3. a response which is not forthcoming, not 
intelligible, or not appropriate in the context.
Next, the DNI decided to rate fluency and pronunciation
four ways: (1) good, (2) adequate, (3) inadequate and (4)
weak. Further developments by the DNI included a program
which encompassed more clearly defined categories and
ratings for intelligible responses lacking in vocabulary
while, in addition, DNI raters strove to evaluate social
and contextual appropriateness.
2.25 A Final Comparison
Compared with these recent evaluations and 
developments with respect to both oral proficiency and 
communicative competence. College Board Advanced Placement 
course objectives leave much to chance. For example, an 
Advanced Placement high school course would have the 
following objectives for students (CEEB 1984, 2):
A. Ability to understand spoken French in various 
unspecified conversational situations
B. French vocabulary sufficiently ample for reading 
newspaper and magazine articles, modern literature, and 
other non-technical writings without dependence on a 
dictionary
C. Ability to express oneself in French accurately and 
resourcefully in speech and writing with reasonable 
fluency.
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These objectives, particularly those referring to spoken 
language, inadequately specify performance criteria and 
communicative needs, which are necessary to valid test 
construction and to communicative competence evaluation, 
respectively. With respect to oral proficiency and 
communicative competence, more concrete objectives which 
respond to real needs are required to evaluate foreign 
language speakers' abilities.
2.30 Communicative Competence
Test designers tend to specify desired linguistic 
manifestations before they completely specify communicative 
functions. Likewise they tend, prematurely, to consider 
pedagogical and logistical constraints. Communicative 
needs, however, exist independent from linguistic realiza­
tions and instructional programs. An instructional program 
is necessary only when a gap emerges between an indivi­
dual's performance and that person's communicative needs. 
The basis of communicative performance testing development 
then, for Brendan J. Carroll (1980), is communicative needs 
analysis. Carroll mindfully calls his work an interim 
study to stress that development is continuing in the field 
of communicative performance testing.^
2.31 Needs Analysis
For Carroll (1980, 18-24), communicative needs 
analysis boils down to ten parameters and procedures. For
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example, his needs analysis begins with participant 
identification, specifying language other than the target 
language and including the mother tongue. Carroll further 
specifies the individual's purpose: occupational,
educational or social, or a combination. Communicative 
needs analysis also specifies the communicative setting, 
physical and psycho-social, while interaction is specified 
in terms of social relationships.® Carroll's parameters 
and procedure have been implemented by a team developing 
this testing approach.
2.32.0 Test Development
Following his needs analysis, Carroll (1980, 18- 
71) presents, in detail, the procedure used to construct 
communicative test items. He bases his example on a 
profile of English for business studies.
2.32.1 Assessment Strategy
Carroll says tests cannot realistically measure 
speaking as an isolated language activity, oral proficiency 
alone that is. He questions the authenticity, validity 
elsewhere, of narrowly focused oral performance measure­
ments. Nonetheless, he utilizes testing techniques which 
include the following:
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1. Information in the mother tongue (translation)
2. describing: experience/profession
3. transcoding: graphic information to speech
4. describing: an event just enacted (reporting)
5. presenting a mini-lecture: audience
Even though these techniques can focus on speaking 
proficiency and minimize interaction among speaking and the 
other three communicative modes: listening, reading, and
writing, for Carroll at least, complete testing of 
communicative competence involves integrated language 
skills. His position, then, lends support to the 
indivisible competence hypothesis.^
2.32.2 Two-Tier Testing
Finally, Carroll proposes a two-tier communicative 
testing system. Tier One would be characterized by a basic 
test designed to evaluate realistic usage rather than real 
language use. Such a basic test would incorporate general 
skills and general contexts, not entirely suitable to all 
learners' communicative needs. Second tier tests would 
measure specific functions in particular content areas,® 
but, because of the particulars, such detailed measurements 
would not form a basis for competence comparisons ranging 
across wide populations.
2.33.0 Closing the RACE
In order to meet demand in foreign languages, a 
scholastic as well as political— even universal impetus, 
communicative competence guidelines must be established.
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Rather than proceed from pre-determined linguistic skills 
and standard testing techniques at our disposal, to build 
up to communicative competence and its evaluation, it is 
more desirable to begin with a theoretical if not descrip­
tive framework for communicative performance, to set forth 
realistic communicative goals and testing guidelines and, 
then, on these bases, to construct instruments adaptable to 
the needs of language learners and evaluators. Such goals 
and guidelines, however flexible, will prove invaluable to 
communicative competence evaluation.
2.33.1 The RACE
Useful after test design, development and opera­
tion, in addition to before as goals, the RACE combines 
four serviceable criteria for evaluating communicative 
competence measurement instruments (Carroll 1380, 13-16):
1. Relevance of content based on analysis of needs, 
value in decision making
2. Acceptability— eliciting participant cooperation; 
respecting cultural contexts, religious and social 
concerns
3. Comparabi1itv— applicable over time, among 
individuals as well as among groups
4. Economy of time, effort and resources; capable of 
providing sufficient data for evaluation
It should be noted, here, that economical testing would
utilize rapid subjective assessments based on carefully
devised criteria, and scaled in comparison to objective
test scores.
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2.33.2 Revision
Carroll's interim study (1980) calls for 
consistent, continuous development and revision en­
compassing both tests and language instruction programs. 
The RACE encapsulates four desirable characteristics of 
communicative tests, a welcome change from standard 
theoretical and tactical positions. Whatever the approach, 
however, communicative competence evaluation requires 
constant validation efforts with respect to content and 
independent criteria.
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CHAPTER 2 
NOTES
^See Section 1.13.21 for an Oral Interview 
validity study concluding in favor of partially divisible 
language competence; see Sections 2.13 and 2.32.1 for 
discussion supporting indivisible language competence.
^Appended to Hendricks and others find interview 
topics divided into six groups (in Oiler and Perkins 1980, 
89-90): (1) present tense, (2) past tense, (3) future
tense, (4) should or imperative, (5) conditional and (6) 
direct or indirect speech.
^See Section 1.04, Note 2, for discussion of 
rating scale currency; see also Section 3.14.1, Note 2.
^This would approximate Tier Two in Carroll's 
approach (1980); see Section 2.33.2,
^Carroll's work (1980) exemplifies design, 
development, operation and assessment of communicative 
measurement instruments; then Carroll reviews communicative 
testing literature to date; appended to his work find a 
needs profile in English for business studies, test 
development data bases, sample rating scales and score 
correlation matrices for 156 Spanish speakers.
®See Carroll (1984, 24), Figure 5, for streamlined 
specifications; see Carroll's APPENDIX I for a complete 
profile.
^See Sections 1.13.1, 2.00 and 2.13 for further 
discussion of indivisible language competence.
^Compare second tier tests envisioned by Carroll 
(1980, 7) with ILR job-specific interviews. Section
1.13.3, Note 7, and Section 1.14.2.
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3.00 ORAL PROFICIENCY AND COMMUNICATIVE
COMPETENCE APPLICATIONS 
AND IMPLICATIONS
Numerous applications exist for oral proficiency 
and communicative competence test results. Entry, course 
and exit evaluations seem to frame language tests into 
suitable categories. First there are pre-course evalua­
tions, where language tests are used for placement, for 
prediction and for measuring aptitude at or prior to 
the time students enter language programs. On-course 
evaluations, Carroll (1980, 73-84) suggests, may measure 
progress, facilitate diagnosis and provide feedback for 
formative course evaluation. At the end of courses, 
language tests may serve accreditation, prognosis and, 
again, course evaluation, this time summative, purposes.
Finnochiaro (1983), on the other hand, in a more 
traditional approach, distinguishes four kinds of language 
tests :
1. achievement or attainment tests
2. proficiency tests
3. diagnostic tests
4. aptitude tests
The first three, at least, characterize to some extent the 
measurement instruments described and evaluated in CHAPTER 
ONE of this work.
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Here, however, I have divided applications for 
oral proficiency and communicative competence testing into 
two categories: academic and non-academic. Based on this
division, I report how professional groups, schools and 
colleges have begun to apply oral and communicative 
measurement results, then how these results may influence 
decisions made in government and industry.
3.10 Academic Applications
This section includes studies and applications of 
oral proficiency measurements in the academic sphere. The 
presentation follows chronological developments in this 
area, which instructors should understand bear equally upon 
future evaluations to be made with respect to communicative 
competence.
3.11 University of Pennsylvania
Barbara Freed (1981) discussed studies and steps 
undertaken at the University of Pennsylvania to establish 
proficiency based language requirements. The faculty, 
there, administered College Board Language Achievement 
Tests as well as Oral Interviews. Measurement results 
figured in the faculty's development of performance stan­
dards which apply to foreign language learners at the post­
secondary level.
75
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3.12 Secondary School
Likewise, at the secondary level, according to 
Protase Woodford (1982), school teachers need a practical 
and valid means to measure foreign language students' 
speaking ability. At the same time, students and teachers, 
here, should strive to define proficiency goals that they 
can attain in high school foreign language courses. 
Teachers, both foreign language and bilingual, also need to 
develop their testing expertise in evaluating speaking 
proficiency and communicative competence.
3.13.0 University of South Carolina 
Millstone (1983), in a paper presented to the
Modern Language Association, announced several recent 
developments at the University of South Carolina.
3.13.1 Students' View
At first, according to Millstone, students at the 
University of South Carolina viewed the Oral Interview with 
anxiety when the French faculty established it as a degree 
requirement. Students felt that it represented a late-in- 
the-game barrier to their graduation. Simultaneously, 
however, aiming to assist students in achieving the 
required level of speaking proficiency, the University of 
South Carolina enhanced curricula in several languages.
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3.13.2 Other Applications
The University of South Carolina also used 
proficiency tests in placing students in foreign language 
courses (Millstone 1983). Then, in addition to placement, 
the university used test results in predicting success in 
an international business internship program. This 
prediction, if successful, indicates limited validity of 
particular instruments for the purpose of selecting program 
candidates. It is still necessary, in applying test 
results to predicting success in either foreign language 
courses or in related programs, to consider the un­
predictability of skill loss and even skill acquisition 
under different circumstances over time.
3.14.0 Project OPT
The purpose of this Oral Proficiency Testing 
project, commissioned by the U.S. Department of Education, 
was to investigate the feasibility of oral proficiency 
measurement at the college level, trained professors to 
administer Oral Interviews and initiated communication 
about oral testing among interested professors in a network 
of Mew England colleges and universities. Project OPT even 
generated oral proficiency tester certification require­
ments and, in the project report, distinguished inter­
viewers from raters (Wing and Mayewski 1984, 17-21).^
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3.14.1 Findings
The authors of this report concluded that there 
was no need for special conditions or equipment for indivi­
dual interviews, beyond those existing and available in 
most foreign language departments. Tape recorders proved 
useful without their presence adversely affecting college 
level examinees. Wing and Mayewski did find, however, that 
the five to twenty minute interview had to be free of 
interruptions in order for it to produce a ratable speech 
sample.
Additional difficulties accompanied advantages in 
college level Oral Interview administrations. For example, 
professors encountered difficulty in suppressing their 
classroom teaching behavior during the interview. Further, 
concerning appropriate interviewing procedure, professors 
found interviews with their own students the most 
difficult. Whatmore, the ACTFL/ETS oral proficiency 
definitions were found to require revision to resolve 
possible ambiguities in the rating procedure.^
3.14.2 Summary
Regardless of the need for revision, Barbara H. 
Wing and Sandl F. Mayewski (1984, 10-12) summarized 
applications of the Oral Interview at the post-secondary 
level as follows:
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1. placing students in language courses involving 
speaking skill
2. evaluating students' speaking proficiency 
within foreign language courses
3. selecting students for study abroad and monitoring 
the same for exit proficiency when they return from or 
complete their studies abroad
4. verifying proficiency required for:
a. foreign language students in general
b. foreign language majors in particular
c. future foreign language teachers
3.IS Texas Teacher Certification
ACTFL helped establish a proficiency-based 
language instructor certification model for the State of 
Texas, where, according to Barbara Gonzalez (1984), a new 
state law in Texas will require prospective language 
teachers to pass an Oral Interview for certification in 
1986 and afterward.
Gonzalez reported that most foreign language 
teachers surveyed (N: 142, in Texas, 1983) "wanted a
description of the [oral proficiency] test and a list of 
the functions and notions covered." The foreign language 
teachers also expressed the need for funding to enhance 
their foreign experience, for new materials and for 
assistance reformulating objectives and learning new 
teaching methods. Further teachers' needs included 
informed access to more language topics and linguistic 
situations appropriate to communication in the target 
language and, finally, small classes assisted by competent 
personnel beyond the lone teacher. Although the new
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certification requirements have not been applied to in- 
service teachers, teachers surveyed generally favored 
proficiency requirements, given adequate administrative, 
financial and logistical support in response to their 
needs.
3.16 Implications
Standardized proficiency requirements and testing 
could provide uniformity across departments, across 
campuses and across the nation, according to Wing and 
Mayewski (1984, 14). Lowe (1984, 39-40), in turn, lauds 
"the fact that testing drives curriculum . . . because 
teachers [who teach-to-the-test] teach performance 
strategies, not solely content." This would mark a shift 
in language instructors' focii from achievement and content 
to oral performance and communicative competence.
Proficiency testing, therefore, portends re­
definition of the goals and specific language objectives of 
foreign language programs, with the addition of proficiency 
requirements, in particular for graduating college seniors 
and for prospective teachers. University course goals may 
in fact implement ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines while more 
courses and tests designed around speaking proficiency 
simultaneously may persuade students that communication in 
a foreign language is a realistic expectation (Wing and 
Mayewski 1984, 14-15). Oral proficiency measurement, by
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whatever means, should play an important part in midterm 
and final examinations evaluating students in conversation 
courses taught at all levels (Lowe 1984, 39), Finally, 
instructors and students alike stand to benefit from 
instructional methods using the target language and pro­
moting meaningful discourse among peers in communicative 
settings (Wing and Mayewski 1984, 15-16).3
3.20 Non-Academic Implications
Industry, in addition to the United States govern­
ment, has shown interest in oral proficiency and testing. 
The Exxon Foundation, for example, provided private funding 
for research, training and curriculum development at the 
University of Pennsylvania, the nation's first regional 
proficiency center (Heidinger 1983). Nonetheless, more 
private and government support is needed.
3.21 Applications
Qualified evaluators can appraise individuals' 
ability to communicate in a foreign language. Objective 
and standardized appraisals of this ability could contri­
bute to employment decisions in industry, commerce, social 
services, travel and entertainment, as well as in govern­
ment and other career fields (Ming and Mayewski 1984, 13).
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3*22 Government Responsibility
Pardee Lowe, Jr. (1984, 39-40), for the United 
States government,
• underscores the nation's need for functional
foreign languages, language . . . which feeds, clothes, 
aids in travel, and beyond the initial stages, language 
capable of discussing differences between cultures,
. . . societies, [and] . . . national policies.
Lowe urges adoption of the Oral Interview and its adapta­
tion in the academic sector so that academic programs will 
conform to government goals, though this is not necessarily 
a major advantage to language instructors or to language 
learners, and so that the nation will have a common metric 
capable of measuring foreign language proficiency. By 
calling upon the academic community to train and test 
personnel to meet its needs, the government could reduce 
its responsibility for language training and testing.
3.30 Foreign Language Futures
Certainly oral proficiency testing, proficiency- 
based requirements and curricula call for further atten­
tion. Valid applications of communicative competence 
measurements, as well, require studies at the local level 
by schools, colleges and universities. Language instruc­
tors and adult language learners must keep abreast of 
current developments, beyond those I have examined here.
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In order to define and evaluate their expectations and 
objectives, realistically, for both oral proficiency and 
communicative competence in foreign languages.
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CHAPTER 3 
NOTES
^See Sections 1.12.0 ff. and 1.14.5 for a 
discussion of the roles and training of testers.
^Appended to Wing and Mayewski (1984, 26-31) find, 
first, the ILR (government) Oral Proficiency Scale and, 
second, the ACTFL/ETS (academic) Oral Proficiency Scale; 
according to correspondence from Judith E. Liskin-Gasparro 
(17 May 1985), in a hand-written note to Paul A. Beaufait, 
the ACTFL/ETS scales are provisional and currently under 
revision; see Section 1.04, Note 1.
^ACTFL also publishes Applications of Oral 
Proficiency in Foreign Language Instruction (Hasting-on- 
Hudson, NY: ACTFL, 1985) for high school French, German,
and Spanish teachers; in it, ACTFL reports adaptations made 
by teachers who participated in the Summer Proficiency 
Institute at Haverford College, Pennsylvania; this publi­
cation was mentioned in a memo (16 May 1985) inserted in a 
complimentary copy of Wing and Mayewski (1984) received by 
Dr. O. W. Rolfe, Department of Foreign Languages and 
Literatures, University of Montana, Missoula, MT 59812.
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APPENDIX A
Academic and Government Rating Scales 
(from Liskin-Gasparro 1983)
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APPENDIX B
ILR Government Definitionsi Oral Proficiency and ACTFL/ETS Provisional Speaking Descriptions
(ACTFL 1982)
ILR  GOVERNM ENT DEFINITIONS: 
ORAL PROFICIENCY
N O  P R A C T IC A L  P R O H C IL N C ^
S'C a few  »solaied words and phrases w h ich  have no pracuca! ap- 
ptiCaiiOn. L n a r ic  10 pa /uc ipa te  even in  a very s im ple  conversation
E L E A ÏE N T A K V  P R O F IC IE N C Y
S - l A b le  to  sausfv ro u un e  trave l nerrds and m in im u m  counesy re 
Q u ife m e n ii. Can ask and answer questions on very fa m ilia r topics; 
w ith in  the  scope o i very lim ned language experience can u nd e rs i.nd  
s im ple  questions ana  s ta icm enu . a llo w in g  foe siowed speech, r -< ii-  
t io n  o r  paraphrase; speaking vocabu la ry  inadequate to  e t ;  ress 
a ny th ing  bu ’ the  m ost elem entary needs; e rro rs  m  p io n u iic ta tio n  and 
g ra m m a r are fre qu e n t, but can be understood  by a native speaker 
used to  dea ling w ith  fo re igners a tte m p ting  to  speak the la '-<:jage. 
w h ile  top ics  w h ich  are  “ very fa rm lia r ”  and e lem entary ne- s vary 
coGsiderably f ro m  m d iv td ra l to  in d iv id u a l,  a ny  person a; e S*1 
levç] shou ld  be able to  o rd e r a s im p le  meal, asa fo r  shelter oc lo d g ­
ing. ask and  give s im ple  d ire c tion s , make purchases, and te ll tim e.
U M IT T D  W O R K IN G  P R O F IC IE N C Y
S 2 A ble  to  satisfy ro u tine  social demands and um jted worn requirements. 
Can handle  w ith  confidence  but n o t w ith  fa c i lity  most social s itua­
tio ns  in c lu d in g  in tro d u c tio n s  and casual conversa tions abo u t c u r­
ren t events, as w ell as w o rk , fa m ily , and a u io o io srap h tca : in fo rm a ­
t io n ;  can handle  lim ite d  w o rk requ irem ents, needing help in  handl­
ing any c o m p lic a tio n s  o r d if f ic u lt ie s : can get the gist o f  most con ­
ve rsa tions on n o n -fc rh i'jc a i subjects ( i.e ., top ics  w h ich  re q u ire  no 
specia lized know ledge) and has a speaking vocabulary  s u ffic ien t to  
respond s im p ly  w ith  some o jrcum iocuuons: accent, though often  quite 
fa u lty ,  IS in te ll ig ib le , can usually hanole  e .em enury  cons:rucnons 
qu ite  accura te ly  bu t does not have tho ro u gh  o r  co n fid en t c o n tro l 
o f  the g ra m m a r.
P R O F E S S IO N A L  P R O F IC IE N C Y
S 3 A>^le to  speak the  language w ith  s u ffic ie n t s tru c tu ra l accuracy and 
vocabu la ry  to  paruc ip a te  e ffe c tive ly  m  m ost fo rm a l and in fo rm a l 
conversauons on p ra c tic a l, social, and p ro fess iona l topics. Can 
discuss p a r tic u la r interests and special fie lds o f  compétence w ith  
reasonable ea.se: comprehen&ion is quus  com plete  fa r  a n o rm a l rate 
Of speech, vocabulary  is broad enough so tha t ihe  speaxer ra re lv has 
to  g rope to r  a w o rd : accent m av be oov ious iv  fo re ign , c o n tro l o f 
g ra m m a r good , e rro rs  never in e r fe re  w ith  understand ing  and ra re ­
ly d is tu rb  the n a tive  speaxer,
D IS T IN G U IS H E D  PR O FIC IEN CY
S-4 A b le  to  use the language flu e n tly  and a ccura ie ly  on a ll levels nor- 
m a jly  p en ineh t to  p ro i'e iiio n a i needs. Can understand ana pan iopa te  
m  any co nve -sa iio n  w ith in  the range o f  ow n personal and profes- 
iio .xa i experience w ith  a high degree o f Ruency and precis ion o f  
vo ca b u la ry : w o u ld  ra re ly  be taken  fo r a n a tive  speaner, but -an 
respond a p p ro p n a ie ly  even in u n fa m ilia r  s itu a iion s ; e*rors o f pro- 
n u n a a u o n  and gram m ar qune rare, can handle in fo rm a) in terpre ting  
fro m  a n d  in to  the language.
N A TIV E  OR B IL IS C L A L  P R O n tiL N C Y
S-S Speaking p ro fioe ncv  equivalent to  that o i an educated native speaker. 
Has co m p le te  f.ue.ncv .n me language such th a i speech on a ll levels 
IS <u!h accepted bv educated n a-ive  spcaxers m  a il o f  »is features, 
inc iud .ng  b read th  o f  vocabulary and id io m . c o i'.o q jia i:v r js , and pér­
im en t c u ltu ra l references
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T H E  ACTFL/ETS PRO VISIO NAL SPEAKING  
DESCRIPTIONS
The p ro v js icn a ] descric-ioft-s fo r  ;hc  lo w e r e n j  o f  the  IL R  scafe were 
la a g h t ! o r the i i f j i  o r rs  ai 'h e  A C T F L - ETS « o rk s h o p  un4er the îpo n - 
scrs.'iip  o f  a grant to  A C T F L  fro m  the  U .S . D e p ir t f t ic n t  o f  E du ca tion  
e n tit le d . ■Profcssiona i D evelopm cnc: O ra l P ro fic ie n c y  Tesung and 
R a im g . ■
N O V IC E — L O W
f jn o b t t  (o  fu n a ta n  in  t h t  spoken fan^ua^e. O ra l p ro d u c iio o  15 lim ited  
to  occasiona l iso la ted w o ra s . E ssen tia lly  no  co m m u n ica tive  a b il ity .
N O VIC E— M ID
fo  o pe ra ,e o rr iy tn  a verv fim n e d  capucuv w t ih in  v e ry p re d tc ta - 'e  
afezs ù f  need  V o c a b u la rv  lim ite d  to  tha i necessary to  express s im pie  
c icm en ta ry  needs and  basic courtesy fo rm u la e  S vn txx  is fragm en ted , 
in fe c t io n s  and w o rd  endings frequcnüy o ru tte d , confused o r d istorted 
and :he m a ic r i tv  o f  utterances consist o f  iso la ted  w o rds o r short fo r ­
m ulae U tterances ra re lv  :on i» i.i o t m o re  -nan tw o  o r  three w o rds  and 
are m arked bv frequent long  pauses and  repe tition  o f  an in te r lo c u to r s 
woras. P ro nu nc ia tio n  s ire q u e n tlv  u n in ie ilig ib ic  a nd  s s tro ng ly  m - 
Ouenced Ov urst .anauage. L an  be unders tood  on  Is w u h  d if f ic u i iv .  
e .en  bv persons such as teachers w ho  a rc used to  speaking w itn  non - 
native speakers o r in te rac tio ns  wnere the context it ro n a lv  supports  the 
u tterance
SON IC F .-» K ,H
4,** t* to  ► ^ m n ir j.a (e  ne^'d^ usme (eurned ulcerances There is no 
real a jw n o m y  01 expression, a lthough  there m ay he some emerpmg 
signs Of spontaneity and  n e x ib d .iy . There is a s ligh t increase in  u r  
tcM iicc  length but trra u c n t 'ong pauses and repeu ijon  o f  ir te r lo c u io r s 
wofüs s iit l Occur C an  ü x  questions o r rnakc s ia ie m e n ii w ith  reasooaole 
acci-racs onls where th is  invo lves short rr .em orited  utterances o r for 
m u -ic . M o s i utterances a rc te.egrapn ic  and w o rd  endings are o fte n  
o m iie d ,  c o r f  used, o r  d is to rte d  V ocabu la ry  is lim ite d  to  areas o f  im - 
m ed.a ie  su rv iva l needs C an d if fe rm u a ie  most phonemes when p ro ­
duced in  iso .a tion  b u t when (hey are com b ined  m words o r groups 
o f  w o tus . e rro r*  are f 'trq u c n t and , even w ith  re p e tit io n , m ay severelv 
m hio ic  c o m m u n ic a L c n  even wr;ih persons used to  dea ling w ith  ju c n  
learners. L .t ile  deve lopm ent in  sires* and in to n a tio n  is evident.
IN T E R M E D IA T E — L O *
A b le  10 rai's/y bainr S i/rv tva i needs and m m i m u m  couriesy re- 
q u tre 'n e r ts  In  areas o f  im m ed ia te  need o r on  very fa m ilia r topics, 
can ask and answer s im p le  questions, in it ia te  and respond to  s ir rp le  
s ia im encs , and m x r ia in  very Stmpic face-to-face conscrsauons. When 
asked 10 do  so. is abie  to  fo rm u la te  some questions w ith  lim ite d  con- 
s irucLcns and much inaccuracy. AJimosi every utterance conuuns frac- 
lu re d  s:-nt3x and o th e r g ra m m a iic a i erro rs . V oca b u la ry  inadequate 
to  express a n y ir in g  bur the  most e lem em ary needs. S trong Lfiierrerchce 
fro m  L ocru rs m a rn c u la u o n . stress, and in io n a tio n . .M isunde-- 
s tancings frequenrly  a.'tae f ro m  b m u cd  v o c a b jla rv  and gram m ar and 
errp reous  p ro n o lo g y  t u t ,  w ith  re p e titio n , can generally be understood 
by native speakers m  re g u la r e on ia c i w ith  fore igners a uem ptm g  io  
speak thee- language- U u le  precis ion  in  in fo rm a t io n  conveyed ow ing  
to  ten ta tive  state o f  g ra m m a u ca l deve lopm en t and It t i lc  o r no use o f  
m od ifie rs .
IN T E  R.M EDI ATE— M l D
A  t ie  to  sa tis / y som e srurviva/ needs a nd  some f im iie d  soctal demands. 
Some evidence o f g ra m m a tic a l accuracy in  basic cons truc tions , e g , 
suc/ect-ve fb  agreem ent, n ou n-ad je cnvc  agreem ent, some n o iio n  o f  in- 
f le r t io n . V ocabu ia rv  p e rm its  d iscuss ion  o f  top ics  beyond basic su r­
v iv a l needs, e.g.. pe rson a l h is to ry , le isu re -tim e  activ iues. Is abtc 10 
fo rm u la te  some q ue s tion s  when asked 10 d o  so
IN T tR .M E D J A T E -M J D
.4h> <o satisfy some su-n (,j. needs and some hmited j.'Kftsl demands 
Some ÏV ider.ce o f  ira rrm a a c a l jccuracy in  basic cohstrucLçins. c ^ . 
sub ,ec-ve rb  agreement, noun-ad jective  ig reem cn:. some nouun or m- 
flev i.on . V ocabula ry  perm its  d:scussioft 01 'optes beyond basic vur- 
v iva l reeds, e .g .. personal h is io ry . ie isure-tim e a c tiv ities . Is able to  
form .uiate some quesuons when asked (o do so.
IN TE R M E D IA T E — H IG H
A o te  to  sa tis fy  m ost jwrv/vef neetis and t im u e d  soc'Jil demands. 
O eve 'oping r le x ib ility  in  a  range o f  circumstances beyond im m edia te  
sufNivaJ needs. Shows some sp cn ta nc iiy  in language p ro du c tion  b u t 
fluency is very uneven. C an m m ate  and su su in  a general conversa- 
don bu i has lit t le  understand ing  o f  the social conv entions o f  conver- 
saiiur. L im ite d  vocabu la ry  range necessitates muvb hesnauon and c ir- 
cum .cc-jtion . The com m oner tense forms occur but errors ire  frequent 
in lo rm a tio n  and selection. Can use most question form a. W hiie  «ome 
w ord  o rder is established, e rrors s till occur in m ore com plex patterns 
C annot sustain coherent structures in  longer utterances cr u n fa m ilia r 
,,(u.4 i'ons. A b i lity  to  describe and give precise in fo rm a tio n  s lim ned 
Aware o f basic cohesive features (e.g., pronouns, verb m ilec tid n s l. 
but T a n y  are un re liab le , especially i f  less mediate in reference Ex 
lendeo 'iscourse 4  la rge ly  a scnes o f  short, discrete utterances. A /-  
(tcu ia tion  IS com prehensib le  to  native speakers used to  dealing w iih  
fore igners, and can com b ine  most phonemes w iih  reasofiaole co m ­
p rehens ib ility , b u t stiU has d if f ic u lty  in p roduc ing  certa in  sounds, m 
certain p os itions , o r in  c e rw n  com b ina tions, and  speech w ill usually 
be labored. S till has to  repeat utterances fre qu e n tly  to  be understood 
by 'he  general p ub lic . Able  to  produce some na rra tio n  m e ither past 
o r fu tu re .
\DV AN,CEO
46ff .0 satisfy ro u tin e  sociaf demands and  lim ite d  <^ork reQ wremenu. 
C an nandle w ith  conndence but not w ith  fa c ility  most social s itua­
tions nctudm g in tro d u c tio n s  and casual conve isaaons about cu rrent 
ever 11. as w ell as w o re . Camiiv. and autoc iog rap ruc jJ  in to rm a 'io n ; 
can r.am lle lim ited  w o rk  requirem ents, needing hcip in  handling any 
Com plications o r d if f ic u lt ie s  Has a speaking vocabulary  su ffic ien t to 
Tespivrd in ri? ty  w ith  some c ircum locu tions: accent, though often q u ite  
fau iiv , IS intcüjg^bfe; cam usually handle elernenLarv consir-cuons quiie  
aCwuraieiv but docs n o t have thorough  o r co n tld en t con tro l 0: the 
g ram m ar.
AOVANCF D Pl.VS
.4 :<j sa tis jy  m ost -*ork requirements and  show  some a b ility  to com-
rrun icz te  on concrete /o p io  re ta isn f to  p a r tic u la r miergsts ana sp eca l 
j ie ld s  0 /  competence. O fte n  shows rem arkable  tluency and ease o f  
speech, b u t under tension or pressure language may break d ow n . 
G enera lly strong  m  e ithe r gram m ar o r vocabulary , but n e t in bo th . 
Weaknesses o r unevenness 10 one o f  the forego ing  o r in p ro nu nc ia ­
tio n  resuH m o cca ito na j m iscom m unicauon. Areas o f weaxneu range 
fro m  sim ple  co n s iru c u o n  such as p lu ra ls , articles, prepositions, and 
nega u> es to  m ore c o m p le t structures such as tense usage, passive :o n - 
virucLons. w ord  o rd e r, and relative clauses. N o rm a lly  coniroLs générai 
vocabulary  w ith  some g rop ing  to r  everyday vocabulary  sa il evident.
S t PERIOH
A b.e  o  speak the laneuaye w uh s u ffic ie n t s iru a u ra t  accuracy and  
vot'OJi^. j r v  to  pa rtic ipa te  et fecMvetv tn most ’o rm a l and in fo rm a l con- 
v e ry jr.r tr tj on  p ra c tic a l, sona t. ana o ro /essm nal top ics Can q iicuss 
par: c j  a r snteresis and special ' e.ds o f  compeienwc w ith  'e a so n jb lc  
case \  iica b u ia ry  is b ro ad  enough that the vpeaxer 'a re tv  has «0 grope 
lo r  a * iru , jcce n i mav r>e obviooslv lorem n; contro l o f  grammar aooo, 
crrof*. '« riu a ilv  never in te r ic re  * n h  undersianu iaa and rareiy d isturb  
he ra  .ve speaker.
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APPENDIX C
ILR Functional Trisection. ACTFL Provisional Guidelinesi Generic Descriptions and 
German Descriptions
(Lowe 1984, 42-49)
Functional Triaactlon of Oral Proficiency Lavola
LEVCL
ÏI R *ipeak m g  level
FU N C TIONS
Tsuk accomplluhcd.
A t t i tudes expressed. 
foiie conveyed.
Fu n c t i o n s  equiv a l e n t  to an 
E du c a t e d  N a tive Speaker (LNb>.
Ah la to tailor lenquage to fit 
Biiditnce, connael. persuade, 
n^goliBle, a point
of V lew, uriu hitcrprot for 
diqoitaries.
Cttn converse in Formal and
informai si tuat lOfia, resolve 
p r o bJ e*  M i r u a M o n s ,  JesJ with 
unJaiBiliaf topics, provide 
pxplaMuliony, describe in 
Gpiniona, and hypothesize.
Able to fully participeto in 
CHsuiil conversotions, con 
express FmcIs, qt v e  inatruc- 
tiun-, d e s c n h e ,  report on, 
prov i d e  na r r a t i o n  about 
cuiienl, past, and future 
act 1VI t lea.
Can c re a t e  with the Isnquage: 
ask end answer questions, 
p a r t i c ip a t e in short 
r.rïoversatïona.
No hinctional abi 11 ly .
CONTENT ACCURACY
Topics, subject areas, activi- A c ceptab1 Lity, qua:if y, aoj 
ties and jobs addressed. accuracy of measHye i.onveved.
All subjects.
All topics normally pertinent 
to professional needs.
Practical, social, p r ofes­
sional and abstract topics, 
p aitirulir iriterests, onrt 
spnciwl fielJft ol c fjmphj I eue».
Concrete topics ouch as own 
hai'kgfourvd, tfifnily, and 
inter<?3lu, work, travel, and 
current events.
Everyday survival topics and 
courtesy requirements
None.
Performance equivalent to 
an £N5.
Nearly equivalsi-l to @n tNS. 
Speech la extensive, pieciae, 
o p p r u p r lu te  i o  »*vc iv  in  : on 
w J L h  o n ly  u c c a a io iw s l  e r r o r s .
Errors never inlerfere with
understanding and rarely 
dieturh the nativ»- tker
I'NS ). Oo)v npurvl’c '' I rora in
buati' atruclurea.
l l n r le r a t s n d - ib le  t o  n n  SS 
nut u^f'J to d e f l l i r i i j  wiin
T O ff. I i n e i  n j  in .e i
mi ac om'Bun ic at e a .
intelligible to NS uied to 
dealing wi th forei-jnera.
Unintelligible.
"May b e ;*.b epei ific.
* *See elau factor p e r f o r ma n c e rating scales.
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P r o v i s i o n a l  G e n e r i c  D e s c r i p t i o n *  —  S p e a k i n g
\ O v i c e  L o w
Ur 3b le t o f u n c t i o n  in t h e  s p o k e n  l a n g u a g e .  O r a l  p r a d j r t i o n  
IS l i m i t e d  to ü u r a s i o n a l  i s o l a t e d  w o r d s .  E s s e n t i a i l ,  n o  
c o . Tr -n j ni c a ti ve  an . 11 L , .
■'-ovioe -- H i d
A o i e  to o p e r a t e  o n l y  in a v e f v  l i m i t e d  r a c a c i t *  t h n  v e r y  
p r e d i c t  s o l e  a r e a ?  o f  n e e d .  V o c a o - j i a r y  l i m i t e d  to t h a t  
n e c e s s a r y  t o e i p . - s s  s . m o l e  e l e m e n t a r y  n e e o s  a n d  b a s i c  c o a r -  
C e s v  f o r m u l a s .  S y n t a *  is F r a g m e n t e d ,  i m ^ l s c t . o n s  a n d  w o r d  
e n d i n g s  f r e q u e n t l y  o m i t t e d ,  c o n * ’u s e d  o r  d i s t o r t e d  a n d  t he  
t i a j o r i t y  o f  u t t e r a n c e s  c o n s i s t  o  ̂ i s o l a t e d  w o r d s  o r  s h o r t  
r n r m j i a e .  U t t e r a n c e s  r a r e l v  c o n s i s t  o f ? c r e  t n a n  t w o  or 
t ̂  r e e w o r d s  a n  g a r e  T i a r k e d  b v  f r e q u e n t  l o n g  p a u s e s  a n d  r e p e ­
t i t i o n  o f  a n  i n t e r l o c u t o r ’ s w o r J s ,  P r o n u n c i a t i o n  is f r e ­
q u e n t l y  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e  a n d  i$ s t r o n g l y  i n f l u e n c e d  b y  f i r s t  
l a n g u a g e .  C a n  b e  j n q e r s t d o d  o n l y  w i t h  d i f f i c u l t y ,  e v e n  a v 
p e r s o n s  s u c h  as t e a c r e r s  w h o  a r e  u s e d  to s p e a v i n g  w i t h  n o n -  
n a t i v e  s p e a k e r s  o r  in i n t e r a c t i o n s  w h e r e  t r e c o n t e x t  
s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t s  t h e  u t t e r a n c e ,
' « O v i c e  - -  H i g h
A o t e  tc s a t i s f y  i m m e d i a t e  n e e d s  u s i n g  l e a r n e d  u t t e r a n c e s .
C a n  a s k  q u e s t i o n s  o r  m a t e  s t a t e m e n t s  * i » h  r e a s o n a b l e  
a c c u r a c y  o n l y  w n e r e  t h i s  i n v o l v e s  s h o r t  m e m o r i z e d  u t t e r a n c e s  
o r  f o r m u l a e .  T h e r e  is n o  r e a l  a u t o n c m v  o f  e x p r e s s i o n ,  
a i t n o u q n  t h e r e  m a v  b e  s o m e  e m e r g i n g  s i g n s  o f  s p o n t a n e i t y  a n d  
' f l e x i b i l i t y .  T h e r e  is a s l i g h t  i n c r e a s e  in u t t e r a n c e  l e n g t h  
b u t  f r e q u e n t  l o n g  p a u s e s  a n  q r e p e t i t i o n  o'" i n t e r l o c u t o r ' s  
w o r d s  s t i l l  o c c u r .  M o s t  u t t e r a n c e s  a r e  t e l e g r a p h i c  a n d  
w o r d  e n d i n g s  a r e  o f t e n  o m i t t e d ,  c o n f u s e d  o r  d i s t o r t e d .  
V o c a b u l a r y  i s l i m i t e d  to a r e a s  of i m m e d i a t e  s u r v i v a l  n e e d s .  
C a n  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  m o s t  p h o n e m e s  w h e n  p r o d u c e d  in i s o l a t i o n ,  
O u t  w h e n  t h e v  a r e  c o m b i n e d  in w o r d s  or g r o u p s  o f  w o r d s ,  
e r r o r s  a r e  ^ r e q u e n t  antj, e v e n  w i t h  r e p e t i t i o n ,  m a y  s e v e r e l y  
i n h i b i t  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  e v e n  w i t h  p e r s o n s  u s ® d  tq d e a l i n g  w i t h  
s u c h  l e a r n e r s .  L i t t l e  d e v e l o p m e n t  in s t r e s s  a n d  i n t o n a t i o n  
IS e v i d e n t .
I n t e r m e d i a t e  - -  L o w
A o i e  to s a t i s f y  b a s i c  s u r v i v a l  n e e d s  a n d  m i n i m u m  c o u r t e s v  
r e q u i r e m e n t s .  In a r e a s  o f  i m m e d i a t e  n e e d  o r  o n v e r y  f a m i ­
l i a r  t o o i C S ,  c a n  a s k  a n d  a n s w e r  S i m p l e  q u e s t i o n s ,  i n i t i a t e  
a n q  r e s p o n d  t o s i m p l e  s t a t e m e n t s ,  a n d  m a i n t a i n  v e r v  s i m p l e  
f a c « - t o - ‘’a c e  c o n v e r s a t i o n s .  h n e n  a s * e d  t o  d o  so, i s a b l e  to 
f o r m u l a t e  s o m e  q u e s t i o n s  w i t h  l i m i t e d  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  a n d  m u c h  
i n a c c u r a c y .  A l m o s t  e v e r *  u t t e r a n c e  c o n t a i n s  f r a c t u r e d  s y n -
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t a x  a n d  o t -  r g r a m m a t i c a l  e r r o r s .  V o c a t o j l a r y  i n a d e q u a t e  to 
e x p r e s s  a n v - ^ i n g  b u t  t h e  m o s t  e l e m e n t a r y  n e e d s -  S t r o n g  
i n t e r ' ^ e r e n c e  f r o m  n a t i . e  l a n g u a g e  o c c u r  a in a r t i c u l a t i o n ,  
s t r e s s  a n d  i n t o n a t i o n .  M i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s  f r e q u e n t l y  a r i s e  
f r o m  l i m i t e d  v o c a b u l a r y  a n c  g r a m m a r  a n d  e r r o n e o u s  p h o n o l o g y  
b u t »  w i t h  r e p e t i t i o n ,  c a n  q e n e r a l i y  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  b y  n a t i v e  
s p e a k e r s  i n  r e g u l a r  c o n t a c t  w i t h  f o r e i g n e r s  a t t e m p t i n g  to 
s p e o k  t h e . :  l e n ç u a o e .  L i t t l e  c r e c i s i a n  in i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n ­
v e y e d  o w i n g  t o  t e n t â t . v e  s*-ate o f  g r a m m a t i c a l  d e v e l o p m e n t  
a n d  l i t t l e  o r n o  u s e  o f  m o d i f i e r s .
i n t e r m e d i a t e  - - M i d
A b l e  Co s a t i s f y  s o m e  s u r v i v a l  n e e d s  a n d  s o m e  l i m i t e d  s o c i a l  
d e m a n d s .  Is a b l e  t o f o r m u l a t e  s o m e  q u e s t i o n s  w h e n  a s k e d  to 
d o  9 0.  V o c a b u l a r y  p e r m i t s  d i s c j s s i a o  o f  t o p i c s  b e y o n d  b a s i c  
S u r v i v a l  n e e d s  s u c h  a 3 p e r s o n n L  h i s t o r y  a n d  l e . s u r e  t i m e  
a c » i v i t i » 3 .  S o m e  e v i d e n c e  o f  g r a m m a t i c a l  a c r j r a c y  in b a s i c  
c o n s t r u c t i o n . - : ,  f o r  e x a m p l e :  s ^ b j e c t - v e r b  a g r e e m e n t ,  n o u n -
a d j e c t i v e  a g r e e m e n t ,  s a m e  n o t i o n  o f  i n f l e c t i o n .
I n t e r m e d i a t e  ■* - H i g h
A b l e  to s a t i s f y  m o s t  s u r v i v a l  n e e d s  a n d  l i m i c e d  s o c i a l  
d e m a n d s -  S h o w s  s o m e  s p o n t a n e . t r  in l a n g u a g e  p r o d u c t i o n  b u t  
f l u e n c N  1 9  v e r y  u n e v e n .  C a n  i n i t i a t e  a n d  s u s t a i n  a g e n e r a l  
c o n v e r s a t i o n  b u t  h a s  l i t t l e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  
c o n v e n t i o n s  o f  c o n v e r s a t i o n .  D e v e l o p i n g  f l e x i b i l i t y  in a 
r a n g e  o f c i r c u m s t a n c e s  b e v o n d  i m m e d i a t e  s u r v i v a l  n e e d s .  
L i m i t e d  v o c a b u l a r y  r a n g e  n e c e s s i t a t e s  m u c h  h e s i t a t i o n  a n d  
c i r c u m l o c u t i o n .  T h e  c o - n m o n e r  t e n s e  f o r m s  o c c u r  b u t  e r r o r s  
a r e  f r e q u e n t  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  s e l e c t i o n .  C a n  u s e  m o s t  
q u e s t i o n  f o r m a .  W h i l e  s o m e  w o r d  o r d e r  is e s t a b l i s h e d ,  
e r r o r s  s t i l l  o c c u r  in m o r e  c o m p i ç »  p a t t e r n s .  C a n n o t  
s u s t a i n  c o h e r e n t  s t r u c t u r e s  in l o n g e r  u t t e r a n c e s  or u n f a m i ­
l i a r  s i t u a t i o n s .  A b i l i t y  to d e s c r . b e  a n a  g i v e  p r e c i s e  
i n f o r m a t i o n  is l i m i t e d -  A w a r e  o f  b a s i c  c o h e s i v e  f e a t u r e s  
s u c h  as p r o n o u n s  a n d  v e r b  i n f l e c t i o n s ,  b u t  m a n y  a r e  u n r e ­
l i a b l e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  l e s s  i m m e d i a t e  in r e f e r e n c e .  E x t e n d e d  
d i s c o u r s e  is l a r g e l y  a s e r i e s  o f  s h o r t ,  d i s c r e t e  u t t e r a n c e s .  
A r t i c u l a t i o n  is c o m p r e h e n s i b l e  to n a t i v e  s o e a w e r s  u s e d  to 
d e a l i n g  w i t h  f o r e i g n e r s ,  a n d  c a n  c o m b i n e  m o s t  p h o n e m e s  w i t h  
r e a s o n a b l e  c o m p r e h e n s i o i i i t y ,  b u t  stil'. h a s  d i f f i c u l t y  in 
p r o d u c i n g  c e r t a i n  s o u n d s ,  1 n c e r t a i n  p o s i t i o n s ,  o r  m  c e r t a i n  
c o m b i n a t i o n s ,  a n d  s p e e c h  w i l l  j 9 u b 1 1 v  b e  l a b o r e d .
S t i l l  h a s  t o r e p e a t  u t t e r a n c e s  ‘ f e q u e n t i v  to b e  u n d e r s t o o d  
h v  t h e  g e n e r a l  p u b l i c .  A b l e  to p r o d u c e  s o m e  n a r r a t i o n  m  
e i t h e r  p a s t  o r f u t u r e .
A d v a n c e d
A b i e  to s a t i s f / r o u t i n e  s o c i a l  d e m a n d s  a n d  l i m i t e d  w o r k  
r e q u i r e m e n t s .  C a n  h a n d l e  w i t h  c o n f i d e n c e  b u t  n o t  w i t h  f a c i ­
l i t y  m o s t  s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n s  i n c l u d i n g  i n t r o d u c t i o n s  a n d
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c a n j a l  c o n  v e r s a t i o n a  a b o u t  c u r r e n t  e v e n t s ,  a s w e l l  a s  w o r k ,  
^aT i i l y ,  a n d  a u t o b i o g r a p h i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n ;  c a n  h a n d l e  l i m i t e d  
w o r k  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  n e e d i n g  h e l p  it h a n d l i n g  a n v  r c m p i i c a -  
t i n n s  or d i f f i c u l t i e s .  W a s  a s p e a k i n g  v o c a b u l a r y  s u f ­
f i c i e n t  to r e s p o n d  s i m p l y  w i t h  s o m e  c i r c u m l o c u t i o n s ;  
a c c e n t ,  t h o u g h  o f t e n  q u i t e  f s u  z f , is i - t e l l i q i b l e ;  c a n  
■ j s i a i l y  h a n d l e  e l e m e n t a r y  co"< ’ r u c t i o n s  q u i t e  a c c u r a t e l y  b u t  
d o e s  n o t  h a v e  t h o r o u g h  or c ^ n ' . : e n t  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  g r a m m a r .
A d v a n c e d  P l u s
& 5 . e  to s a t i s f y  m o s t  w o r k  r e q u i r e m e n t s  a n d  s h o w  s o m e  a b i l i t y  
to c o m m u n i c a t e  o n  c o n c r e t e  t o p i c s  r e l a t i n g  to p a r t i c u l a r  
i n c - e r e i t a  a n d  s p e c i a l  f i e  I d a  o f c o m p e t e n c e .  G e n e r a l l y  
s t r o n g  in e i t h e r  g r a m m a r  o r v o c a o u l a f y .  b u t  n o t  in  b o t h .
A w e a k n e s s  o r u n e v e n n e s s  i n  o n e  o f  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  or i n p r o ­
n u n c i a t i o n  r e s u l t s  in o c c a s i o n a l  m i s c o m m u n i c a t i o n .  A r e a s  o f  
w e a k n e s s  r a n g e  f r o m  s i m p l e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s  s u c h  a s  p l u r a l s ,  
a r t i c l e s ,  p r e p o s i t i o n s ,  a n d  n e g a t i v e s  to w o r e  c o m p l e x  s t r u c ­
t u r e s  sjich a 3 t e n s e ,  ijsgge, p a s s i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  w o r d  
o r d e r ,  a n d  r e l a t i v e  c l a u s e s .  S o r m a l l v  c o n t r o l s  g e n e r a l  
v o c a b u l a r y  w i t h  s o m e  g r o p i n g  f or  e v e r y d a y  v o c a b u l a r y  s t i l l  
e v i d e n t .  O f t e n  s h o w s  r e m a r k a b l e  f l u e n c y  a n d  e a s e  o f  s p e e c h ,  
b u t  u n d e r  t e n s i o n  o r  p r e s s u r e  l a n g u a g e  m a  * brea*c d o w n .
S u p e r i o r
A b l e  to s p e a k  t h e  l a n g u a g e  w i t h  s u f f i c i e n t  s t r u c t u r a l  
a c c u r a c y  a n d  v o c a b u l a r y  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  m o s t  
f o r m a l  a n d  i n f o r m a l  c o n v e r s a t i o n s  o n p r a c t i c a l ,  s o c i a l ,  a n d  
p r o f e s s i o n a l  t o p i c s .  C a n  d i s c u s s  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t s  a n d  
s p e c i a l  f i e l d s  o f  c o m p e t e n c e  w i t h  r e a s o n a b l e  e a s e .  
V o c a b u l a r y  is b r o a d  e n o u g h  t h a t  s p e a k e r  r a r e l y  h a s  t o g r o p e  
f o r  3 w o r d ;  a c c e n t  m a v  b e  o b v i o u s l y  f o r e i g n ;  c o n t r o l  o f 
g r a m m a r  qoofd; e r r o r s  v i r t u a l l y  n e v e r  i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a n d  r a r e l y  d i s t u r b  t h e  n a t i v e  s p e a k e r .
P r o v i s i o n a l  C e r * # n  D e s c r i p t i o m a - . S p e s k i m q  
N o v i c e  -- L o w
U n a b l e  to f u n c t i o n  in s p o k e n  C e r a a n .  O r a l  p r o d u c t i o n  i 9 
l i m i t e d  t o o c c a s i o n a l  i s o l a t e d  w o r d s  s u c h  a s  jlIj. m e i n ,  i c h ,
S 1 e F r i t z  ( n a m e ) ,  F r a u  le in. E s s e n t i a l l y  h o  c o m m u n i c a t i v e  
a b i l i t y .
N o v i c e  -- M i d
A b l e  t o  o p e r a t e  o n l y  in a v e r y  l i m i t e d  c a p a c i t y  w i t h i n  v e r y  
p r e d i c t a b l e  a r e a s  o f  n e e d .  V o c a b u l a r y  is l i m i t e d  ta t h a t  
n e c e s s a r y  to e x p r e s s  s i m p l e  e i - ? m e n t a r v  n e e d s  a n d  b a s i c  
c u o r t e i v  f o r m u l a e  s u c h  a s  C u t e c  T a g / ' M o r g e n ;  A u  f M  ; e J e r s e c h e n j 
L l l  j 9 t  . . . ( n a m e ; ,  w a s  is t . . P a n w e j
C r u s s  G û t t . S p e a k e r s  a t t h i s  l e v e l  c a n n o t  c r e a t e  o n -
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q m a l  o f  c o p e  w i t h  t h e  s i m p l e s t  s i t u a t i o n s .
P r o n u n c i a t i o n  is f r e q u e n t l y  u n  n  t e I 1 1 ̂  i & i e a n d  i 9 s t r o ' i q i v  
i n f l u e n c e d  b v  t h e  f i r s t  L a n g u a g e .  C a n  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  o n l v  
w i t h  o i r ^ ' i c j l t v ,  e v e n  o v  p e r s o n a  s j c h  a g t e a c h e r s  w h o  a r e  
u s e d  t o d e a l i n g  w i t h  n o n n a t i v e  s p e a k e r s  o r  in i n t e r a c t i o n s  
w h e r e  t h e  c o n t e n t  s t r o n g l y  a u o o o r t s  t h e  u t t e - - 3 n c e .
N o v i c e  -- H i g h
A b i e  to s a t i s f y  i m m e d i a t e  n e e o s  u s i n g  1 p a r n e u u t t e r a n c e s .  
T h e r e  is n o  c o n s i s t e n t  a b i l i t v  to c r e a t e  o r i g i n a l  s e n t e n c e s  
o r c'jpe w i t h  a m p l e  s u r v i v a l  s i t u a t i o n s .  C a n  a s k  q u e s t i o n s  
O f m a k e  s t a t e m e n t s  w i t h  r e a s o n a b l e  a c c u r a c y  o n l y  w h e r e  t h i s  
i n v o l v e s  s h o r t  m e m o r i z e d  u t t e r a n c e s  or F o r m u l a e .  V o c a b u l a r y  
IS l i m i t e d  t o c o m m o n  a r e a s  s u c h  as c o l o r s ,  d a v s  o f  t h e  w e e k ,  
m o n t h s  o f  t h e  y e a r ,  n a m e s  o f  b a s i c  o b j e c t s ,  n u m b e r s ,  a n d  
n a m e s  c f i m m e d i a t e  F a m i l y  m  e m b e  r s - - V a t e r , M u t t e r ,
G e s c h w i s t e r . G r a m m a r  s h o w s  o n l y  3 f e w  p a r t s  o f s p e e c h .
V e r b s  a : ?  g e n e r a l l y  in t h e  p r e s e n t  t e n g e .  E r r o r s  a r e  
f r e q u e n t  a n d ,  m  s p i t e  o f  r e p e t  it o n ,  m a v  s e v e r e l y  i n h i b i t  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n  e v e n  w i t h  p e r s o n s  u s e d  t o d e a l i n g  w i t h  s u c h  
l e a r n e r s .  U n a b l e  t o  m a k e  o n e ' s  n e e d s  k n o w n  a n d  c o m m u n i c a t e  
e s s e n t i a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  in a s i m p l e  s u r v i v a l  s i t u a t i o n .
I n t e r m e d i a t e  - - l o w
Aoift to s a t i s f y  b a s i c  s u r v i v a l  n e e d s  a n d  m i n i m j . m  c o u r t e s y  
r e q u i r e m e n t s .  In a r e a s  o f  i m m e d i a t e  n e e d  o r  in v e r y  F a m i ­
l i a r  t o p i c s ,  c a n  a s k  a n d  a n s w e r  s o m e  s i m p l e  s t a t e m e n t s .  C a n  
m a k e  o n e ' s  n e e d s  k n o w n  w i t h  g r e a t  d i f f i c u l t y  m  a s i m p l e  
s u r v i v a l  S i t u a t i o n ,  s u c h  a s  o r d e r i n g  a m e a l ,  g e t t i n g  a h o t e l  
r o o m ,  a n d  a s k i n g  f o r  d i r e c t i o n s ;  v o c a b u l a r y  is a d e q u a t e  to 
t a l k  s iT i p l v  a b o u t  l e a r n i n g  t h e  t a r g e t  l a n g u a g e  a n d  o t h e r  
a c a d e m i c  s t u d i e s .  F o r  e x a m p l e :  W 1 e v ' e 1 s t e t das'* W o  1 s t
P e r  G w h n n o f ^ '  Î c h 2jj . . . * ; «» v .el ’.’h r 1 st I c  h
i e f i e  h i e r  O e u t ^ ç h ; I c n s t u d i e r e  s c h o n 2_ J a n r e : I c h h a b e
eI n e  W b ^ n u n g . A w a r e n e s s  o f  g e n d e r  a p p a r e n t  ( m a n y  m i s t a k e s ) .  
W o r d  o r d e r  , . r a n d o m .  v e r b s  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  i n t h e  p r e s e n t  
t e n s e .  S o m e  c o r r e c t  u s e  o f  p r e a i c a t e  a d j e c t i v e s  a n d  p e r s o n a l  
p r o n o u n s  ' i c n ^  w i r ). H o  c l e a r  d i s t i n c t i o n  m a d e  b e t w e e n  
p o l i t e  a n d  ^ a m i i i a r  a d d r e s s  f o r m s  ( W i e . 0_u ). A w a r e n e s s  o f  
c a s e  S ' s P e m  s k e t c h y .  f r e q u e n t  e r r o r s  in a l l  s t r u c t u r e s .  
M i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s  F r e q u e n t l y  a r i s e  f r o m  l i m i t e d  v o c a b u l a r y  
a n d  g r a m m a r  a n d  e r r o n e o u s  p h o n o l o g y ,  b u t ,  w i t h  r e p e t i t i o n ,  
c a n  g e n e r a l l y  b e u n d e r s t o o d  3 * n a t i v e  s p e a k e r s  in r e g u l a r  
c o n t a c t  w i t h  F o r e i g n e r s  a t t e m p t i n g  t p  s p e a k  G e r m a n .  L i t t l e  
p r e c i s i o n  1 n i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n v e y e d  o w i n g  to t e n t a t i v e  s t a t e  
o f  g r a m m a t i c a l ,  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  l i t t l e  or n o  u s e  o f  m o d i f i e r s .
Intermediate - -  Mid
A b l e  to s a t i s f y  m o s t  r o u t i n e  t r a v e l  a n d  s u r v i v a l  n e e d s  a n d  
srjme l i m i t e d  s o c i a l  d e m a n d s .  C a n  a s k  a n d  a n s w e r  q u e s t i o n s  
o n  v e r *  f a m i l i a r  t o p i c s  a n d  in a r e a s  o f i m m e d i a t e  n e e d .  C a n
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i n i t i a l e  a n d  r e s p o n d  t o s i f l o l e  s t a t e m e n t s ,  a n d  c a n  m a i n t a i n  
S i m p l e  f a c e - t o - f a c e  c o n v e r s a t i o n .  C a n  a s k  a n d  a n s w e r  
Q u e s t i o n s  a n d  c a r r v  o n  a c o n v e r s a t i o n  o n t o o i c s  P e r o n d  b a s i c  
s u r v i v a l  n e e d s  o r i n v o l v i n g  t h e  e x c h a n g e  o f  p e r s o n a l  i n f o r ­
m a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  c a n  t a l k  s i m p l y  a b o u t  a u t o b i o g r a p h i c a l  i n f o r ­
m a t i o n .  l e i s u r e  t i m e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a c a d e m i c  s u b j e c t s .  C a n  
h a n d l e  s i m p l e  t r a n s a c t i o n s  a t  t h e  p o s t  o f f i c e ,  b a n k ,  
d r u g s t o r e ,  e t c .  M i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s  a r i s e  b e c a u s e  o f  l i m i t e d  
v o c a o u l a r v .  f r e o u e n t  g r a m m a t i c a l  e r r o r s ,  a n a  p o o r  p r o n u n ­
c i a t i o n  a n d  i n t o n a t i o n ,  a l t h o u g h  s p e a k e r s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  h a v e  
o r  w a d e r  v o c a b u l a r y  a n d / o f  g r e a t e r  g r a m m a t i c a l  a n d  p h o n o l o o i -  
C 3 l  c o n t r o l  t h a n  s p e a k e r s  at I n t e r m e d i a t e - L o w .  S p e e c h  is 
o '^ t e n  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  o v  l o n g  p a u s e s .  S o m e  g r a m m a t i c a l  
a c c u r a c y  i n  s o m e  b a s i c  s t r u c t u r e s ,  i . e . ,  s u b j e c t - v e c b  
a g r e e m e n t ,  w o r d  o r d e r  in s i m p l e  s t a t e m e n t s  f e x c l u d i n g  
a d v e r b s ;  a n d  i n t e r r o n a 1 1 v e  f o r m s ,  p r e s e n t  t e n s e  o f  i r r e g u l a r  
v e r b s  a n d  i m p e r a t i v e  o f  s e o a r a o i e  p r e f i x  v e r b s  ( K o m m e n  5 * e 
"* I t ’ *. F l u e n c y  is s t i l l  s t r a i n e d  b u t  m a v  b e  q u i t e  n a t u r a l  
w h i l e  W i t h i n  f a m i l i a r  t e r r i t o r y .  I s  g e n e r a l l y  u n d e r s t o o d  bv 
p e r s o n s  u s e d  to d e a l i n g  w i t h  f o r e i g n e r s .
I n t e r m e d i a t e  - -  H i g h
A b l e  t o  s a t i s f y  m o s t  s u r v i v a l  n e e d s  a n d  l i m i t e d  s o c i a l  
d e m a n d s .  D e v e l o p i n g  f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  l a n g u a g e  p r o d u c t i o n  
a l t h o u g h  f l u e n c y  is s t i l l  u n e v e n .  C a n  i n i t i a t e  a n d  s u s t a i n  
a g e n e r a l  c o n v e r s a t i o n  o n  F a c t u a l  t o p i c s  b e y o n d  b a s i c  s u r ­
v i v a l  n e e d s .  C a n  g i v e  a u t o b i o g r a p h i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  
d i s c u s s  l e i s u r e  t i m e  a c t i v i t i e s .  M o s t  v e r b s  a r e  s t i l l  i n  
t h e  p r e s e n t  t e n s e ,  m o r e  c o m m o n  p a s t  p a r t i c i p l e s  a p p e a r  
< g e q a n c e n , q e s e h g n , q e s c h l a f e n ]. M a n y  m i s t a k e s  in c h o i c e  o f  
a u x i l i a r y  ( * h a p e  g e q a n q e n  w i t h  t h e  p r e s e n t  p e r f e c t ' .  P a s t  
t e n s e  i s a t t e m p t e d  a l s o  w i t h  c o m m o n  i m p e r f e c t  f o r m s  < s a g  t e , 
h 1 11 9. w a r '. S e v e r a l  n i g h - f r e q u e n c y  s e p a r a b l e  p r e f i x  v e r b s  
a p p e a r  in t h e  i n d i c a t i v e  ( i c h  q e h e m i t >. T h e r e  is i n c o n ­
s i s t e n t  c o d i n g  o f  p r o p e r  d a t i v e  a n d  a c c u s a t i v e  c a s e s  
f o l l o w i n g  p r e p o s i t i o n s  i n s i n g u l a r  a n d  p l u r a l ,  A t t e m p t s  to 
e x p a n d  d i s c o u r s e  w h i c n  is o n l y  a c c u r a t e  in s h o r t  s e n t e n c e s .  
F r e q u e n t l y  g r o p e s  f o r  w o r d s ,  C o m p r e h e n s i b l e  t o n a t i v e  
s p e a k e r s  u s e d  to d e a l i n g  w i t h  f o r e i g n e r s ,  o u t  s t i l l  h a s  to 
r e p e a t  u t t e r a n c e s  f r e q u e n t l y  to b e  u n d e r s t o o d  b y t h e  
g e n e r a l  p u b l i c .
A d v a n c e d
A b l e  to s a t i s f y  r o u t i n e  s o c i a l  d e m a n d s  a n q  l i m i t e d  s c h o o l  a n d  
w o r k  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  C a n  h a n d l e  w i t h  c o n f i d e n c e  b u t  n o t  w i t h  
f a c i l i t y  m o s t  s o c i a l  a n d  g e n e r a l  c o n v e r s a t i o n s .  C a n  
n a r r a t e ,  d e s c r i b e  a n d  e x p l a i n  in p a s t ,  p r e s e n t ,  a n d  f u t u r e  
t i m e .  C a n  c o m m u n i c a t e  f a c t s - - w h a t ,  w h o .  w h e n ,  w h e r e ,  h o w  
m i j c n - - a n d  c a n  e x p l a i n  a p o i n c  o f  v i e * ,  i n a n u n c o m p l i c a t e d
* D e n c t e s  a n  e r r o r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  s o e a x s r s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l
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f RG - i i O n ,  b u t  c a n n o t  c o n j e c t u r e  o r c o h e r e n t l y  s u p p o r t  an o p i ­
n i o n ,  C a n  t a l k  in a g e n e r a l  w a v  a b o u t  t o p i c s  o f  c u r r e n t
p u o i i c  i n t e r e s t  ( e . g . »  c u r r e n t  e v e n t s ,  s t u d e n t  r u l e s  a n d
r e g u l a t i o n s ^ ,  a s w e l l  as p e r s o n a l  in t e r e s t f w o r x ,  l e i s u r e  
t i n e  a c t i v i t i e s '  a n d  c a n  g i v e  a u t o b i o g r a p h i c a l  i n f e r m a t  io n .  
C a n  m a k e  f a c t u a l  c o m p a r i s o n s  i e . q . ,  l i f e  in a c i t y  v s. l i f e  
ko a r u r a l  a r e a ) .  C a n  h a n d l e  w o r k  r e l a t e d  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  
n e e d i n g  h e l p  in h a n d l i n g  a n y  c o m p l i c a t i o n s  o r d i f f i c u l t i e s .  
C a n  T a * e  a p o i n t  f o r c e f u l l y  a n p  c o m m u n i c a t e  n e e d s  a n d  
tho*jfjn:3 in 8 S i t u a t i o n  w i t h  a c o m p l i c a t i o n  ( e . g . ,  c a l l i n g  
a m e c h a ^ . c  f o r  h e l p  w i t h  a s t a l l e d  c a r ,  l o s i n g  t r a v e l e r ' s  
c h e c k s ' .  H a s  a s p e a k i n g  v o c a b u l a r y  s u f ^ i e c i e n t  to r e s p o n d  
s i n o l v  W i t h  s o m e  c i r c u m l o c u t i o n s .  C a n  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  by
n a t i v e  s p e a k e r s  n o t  u s e d  t o  d e a l i n g  w i t h  f o r e i q n e r a ,  in
s p i t e  o f  s o m e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  G o o d  c o n t r o l  o f  
a l L  \ » r b s  in p r e s e n t  t e n s e ,  p a s t  p a r t . c i p l e s  o f  m o s t  v e r b s ,  
s if ' oL e  c a s t  t e n s e  o f  m o s t  i r r e g u l a r  v e r b s ,  m o d a l  a u x i ­
l i a r i e s .  m a s t  s e p a r a b l e  v e r b a  a n d  s o m e  r e f l e x i v e s .  D o u b l e  
i n f i n i t i v e s  in m a i n  c l a u s e s  m a y  b e  a t t e m p t e d  ' m i s t a k e s  a r e  
e x p e c t e d ) .  G e n d e r s  o f  n i g h  f r e q u e n c y  w o r d s  a r e  m o s t l y  
c o r r e c t .  S o m e  i n a c c u r a c y  i n c h o i c e  o f  p r e p o s i t i o n s  as 
w e l l  ay n  d i s t i n c t i o n s  b e t w e e n  p o s i t i o n  a n d  m o t i o n .
S p e a k e r  is h e s i t a n t  a t  t i m e s  a n d  g r a p e s  f o r  w o r d s ,  u a e a  
p a r a p h r a s e s  a n d  f i l l e r s ,  u n c o m p l i c a t e d  d e p e n d e n t  c l a u s e s  
, d a B  . w e l l  ' b u t  m i s t a k e s  a r e  e x p e c t e d  w n e n  s e n t e n c e s  a r e  
j o i n e u  in l i m i t e d  d i s c o u r s e .
Advanced Plus
A b l e  to s a t i s f y  m o s t  s c h o o l  a n d  w o r k  r e q u i r e m e n t s  a n d  s h o w  
s o m e  a p i l i t v  to c o m m u n i c a t e  o n  c o n c r e t e  t o p i c s  r e l a t i n g  to 
p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t s  a n d  s p e c i a l  f i e l d s  o f  c o m p e t e n c e .  C a n  
n a r r a c e . d e s c r i b e ,  a n d  e x p l a i n  in p a s t ,  p r e s e n t ,  a n d  f u t u r e  
t i m e .  C a n  c o n s i s t e n t l v  c o m m u n i c a t e  f a c t s  a n d  e x p l a i n  
p o i n t s  o f  v i e w  in a n  u n c o m p l i c a t e d  f a s h i o n .  S h o w s  s o m e  a b i ­
l i t y  t o  s u o p o f t  o p i n i o n ,  e x p l a i n  i n  d e t a i l ,  a n d  
h y p o t h e s i z e ,  a l t h o u g h  o n l y  s p o r a d i c a l l y .  C a n  d i s c u s s  t o p i c s  
o f  c u r r e n t  a n d  p e r s o n a l  i n t e r e s t ,  a n d  c a n  h a n d l e  m o s t  
s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  a r i s e  m  e v e r v d a v  l i f e  ' s e e  A d v a n c e d  L e v e l  
e x a m p l e s )  t u t  w i l l  h a v e  d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  u n f a m i l i a r  
s i t u a t i o n s  ' e . g . ,  l o s i n g  a c o n t a c t  l e n s  in a s i n k  d r a i n  a n d  
g o i n g  to a n e i g h b o r  to b o r r o w  a w r e n c h ) .  N o r m a l l y  c o n t r o l s  
g e n e r a l  v o c a b u l a r y  w i t h  s o m e  g r o o t n q  s t i l l  e v i d e n t .
S p e a k i n g  p e r f o r m a n c e  is o f t e n  u n e v e n  e . g . , s t r o n g  m  e i t h e r  
g r a m m a r  o r  v o c a b u l a r y  b u t  n o t  m  b a t h ; .  G o a d  c o n t r o l  o f 
m o s t  v e r b s  in p r e s e n t  a n d  o a s t  t e n s e  e n d  m o s t  i m p e r a t i v e  
f o r m s .  I r r e g u l a r  c o n t r o l  o f  i n f i n i t i v e  c l a u s e s  w i t h  z u , 
c o n d i t i o n a l  s e n t e n c e s  i w i t h  w j r d e p l u s  i n f i n i t i v e ,  h a 1 1 e , 
k j  n n t . a n d  d 4 '  f  ' -  a n d  w > ' r ] - c Q m p o u n d ? ) .  S e t t e r  
c o n t r o l  o f p r e p o e i t i o n s  a n d  a d j e c t i v e  e n d i n q s  b u t  m i s t a k e s  
W i l l  o c c u r .  c o n t r o l  o f  d e p c n d e - ' t  c l a u s e s .  D i s t i n g u i s h e s  
b e t w e e n  s u b o r d i n a t i n g  a n d  c o o  ' d^ t a 1 1 n q  c o n j u n c t i o n s  a n d  h o w
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S u p e r i o r
t S e v  a f f e c t  w o r d  o r d e r  ( d e r>, w e  i 1 \ . G o o d  c o n t r o l  o f  
l i T t i t c a  d i s c o u r s e ,  b u t  n a n y  e r r o r s  in a i l  * o r e  c o m p l i c a t e d  
p t r u c t. j r e s  . O f  te i s n o w s  r - ^ m a r k a o l e  f l u e n c y  a n d  e a s e  o f  
s p e e c h , b u t  u n d e r  t e n s i o n  o r  p r e s s u r e  l a n g u a g e  m a y  b r e a k
A a i e  to s c e a w  t h e  1 a ^ q u a q e  w i t h  s u f f i c i e n t  S t r u c t u r a l  
a c c u r s c v  a n d  v o c a b u l a r y  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  in m o s t  f o r m a l  a n d  
i i f o r m a l  c o n v e r s a t i o n s  o n  p r a c t i c a l ,  s o c i a l ,  a n d  p r o ­
f e s s i o n a l  t o p i c s .  C a n  d i s c u s s  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t s  a n d  s p e ­
c i a l  f i e l d s  o f  c o m p e t e n c e  w i t h  r e a s o n a b l e  e a s e .  C a n  s u p p o r t  
o p i n i o n s ,  h y p o t h e s i z e ,  a n d  c o n j e c t u r e .  M a y  n o t  b e  a b l e  to 
t a i l o r  l a n g u a g e  to f i t  v a r i o u s  a u d i e n c e s  or d i s c u s s  h i g h l y  
a b s t r a c t  t o o i c a  in d e p t h .  V o c a b u l a r y  la b r o a d  e n o u g h  t h a t  
s p e a k e r  r a r e l y  r.as t o  g r o p e  f or  a w o r d   ̂ g o o d  u s e  o f  c i r -  
c u m l o c u t i o t i .  P r o n u n c i a t i o n  m a v  s t i l l  b e  o b v i o u s l y  f o r e i g n .  
C o n t r o l  o ^  Q r a m u a f  is g o o d . S p o r a d i c  e r r o r s  b u t  n o  p a t t e r n s  
o f  e r r o r  i n  t e n s e s ,  c a s e s ,  a t t r i b u t i v e  a d j e c t i v e s ,  p r o ­
n o u n s ,  m o s t  v e r b s  p l u s  p r e p o s i t i o n ,  d e p e n d e n t  c l a u s e s ,  s u b ­
j u n c t i v e  II I, p r e s e n t  a n a  p a s t ) .  C o n t r o l  l e s s  c o n s i s t e n t  in 
l o w  f r e g u e n c v  s t r u c t u r e s  s u c h  a s p a s s i v e  p l u s  m o d  a 1 s , t h e 
1 a 3 3 e n  c o n s t r i j c t i o n ,  v e r b s  p l u s  s p e c i f i c  p r e p o s i t i o n s  
! sc h >■ e n a u f . 3 i c h h a  I t e n  an , s : : h i c r e n i n ) ,  d i r e c t i o n a l
a d v e r b s  ' n i n  a u  ̂ , h t n g n t e r ,  h g r û o e r ), d o u b l e  i n f i n i t i v e s  in 
d e p e n d e n t  c l a u s e s  (d a6 e r d a s  n: :h t h a  t m a c h e n  so I 1 e ni. 
V a r v i n q  d e g r e e s  o f  c o m p e t e n c e  in u s a g e  o f  i d i o m a t i c  
e x p r e s s i o n  a n d  s l a n g .  E r r o r s  n e v e r  i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  
u n d e r  s t a n d i n g  a n d  r a r e l y  d i s t u r b  t h e  n a t i v e  s p e a k e r .
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APPENDIX D
Test of Spoken English Rating Scales » Overall 
Comprehensibility. Pronunciation. Grammar and Fluency
(TSE 1982. 11-13)
Overall Cooprehensibllicy
0 - 90 Overall comprehensibility too low in even the simplest
type of speech.
100 * 140 Generally not comprehensible doe to frequent pauses 
and.' or r e p h r a s i n g ,  pronunciation errors, limited 
grasp of vocabulary, and lack of grammatical control.
150 - 190 Generally comprehensible but with frequent errors in 
pronunciation, grammar, choice of vocabulary items, 
and with some pauses or rephrasing.
ZOO - 240 Generally comprehensible with some errors in pronuncia­
tion, grammar, choice of vocabulary items, or with 
pauses or occasional rephrasing.
250 - TOO C o m p l e t e l y  c o m p r e h e n s i b l e  in normal speech, with 
occasional grammatical or pronunciation errors in v-.-ry 
colloquial phrases.
Pronunciation
0,0 - 0.4 Frequent- phonemic errors and foreign stress and 
i n t o n a t i o n  p a t t e r n s  that cause the speaker to be 
unintelligible.
0.5 - 1.4 F r e q u e n t  p h o n e m i c  errors and foreign stress and 
i n t o n a t i o n  p a t t e r n s  that cause the speaker to be 
occasionally unintelligible.
1 . 5  - 2.4 Some consistent phonemic errors and foreign stress
and intonation patterns, but speaker is intelligible.
2.5 - 3.0 Occasional nonnative pronunciation errors, but speaker
is always intelligible.
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Grammar
0.0 - 0.4 Virtually no grammatical or syntactical control except 
in simple stock phrases.
0.5 — 1.4 Some control of basic grammatical constructions but 
w i t h  m a j o r  a n d / o r  repeated errors that interfere 
with intelligibility.
1.5 - 2.4 G e n e r a l l y  good control in all constructions, with
grammatical errors chat do not interfere with overall 
intelligibility.
2.5 - 3.0 Sporadic minor grammatical errors that cculd be made
inadvertently by native speakers.
Fluency
0.0 - 0.4 Speech is so halting and fragT..ntary or h a s  s u c h  a 
n o n n a t i v e  flow that intelligibility is virtually 
impossible.
0.5 - 1.4 h u m e r c u s  nonnative pauses and,or a nonnative flow 
Chat interferes with intelligibility.
1.5 - 2.4 Some nonnative pauses but with a more nearly native
flow so that the pauses do not interfere with 
Intelligibility.
2.5 - 3.0 Speech Is as smooth and as effortless as that of a
native sneaker.
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APPENDIX E
Simplified Parameters and Procedures for 
Communicative Test Design
(Carroll 1980, 24)
Figure 5; Parameters aad procedures fo r test design
Information banks Procedural guide
1 Participant
idcntificanoo
Broadly describe typical participant.
2 Purpose for 
language use
D e ^n b e mam uses of English and classify 
under ESP headings; academic, occupational 
or w cia) sutMvaL
3 Events/activreci Choose the ma|or eN-ents to be met with, 
and select several acnvrties for each.
4 Instnunemaltry Select media -  listening, speaking, reading 
or wnting. or muioplc-modc combinations. 
Channels: face-to-:ice, rape, pnm. him. etc
5 Sociocultural Specify social rclaoonships. dialect and 
socio-culrural taacrs.
é Performance
ieveb
Using nme-pomt scale, grve target levels 
of performance for each medium and 
inulnple-rrvode.
7 Topic areas Identify semantic areas for each 
specified event.
8 Language skills Choose the skills necessary for carrving out 
the different acnvines at given target levels.
9 Language 
function/ 
tones units
indicate functions needed, and appropriate 
attitudinai tones, Jor those acnvutcs 
involving siaeabie person-to-person interactions.
10 Test format Choose rv pes of item lor each acovity -  
cloved-ended, open-ended or restricted 
response «note RACE and authenticity).
''Carroll and others use the acronym ESP 
for English for Special Purposes.
See Sections 2.33.0-1 for discussion of
RACE.
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